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EXECUTIVE SESSION—TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA AND THE UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB-
LICS ON THE ELIMINATION OF
THEIR INTERMEDIATE-RANGE
AND ~SHORTER-RANGE MIS-
SILES (THE INF TREATY) )

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now go
into executive session to resume con-

«sideration of Executive Calendar No.
9, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Calendar No. 9, Treaty Document No. 109-
11, Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Elimination of Their In-
t,;elrmediate-Range and Shorter-Range Mis-
slies.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the treaty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, is there an
amendment pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is no amendment pending.

Mr. PELL. In view of that, hoping
that -our colleagues will hurry over
here with whatever amendments they
have, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

'{l'he bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ROTH.' Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge my colleagues in the
Senate” to proceed toward a speedy
ratification of the INF Treaty. I say
this because, in my opinion, this is a
good treaty. It is a treaty which the
U.S. Government has sought and it
has been negotiated with considerable
input from the Senate.

I stress, Mr. President, that this is a
treaty which the United .States has
sought. Before he began the deploy-
ment of Pershing II's and ground
launched cruise missiles in Western
Europe, President Reagan proposed
that all intermediate range weaponry

.. be abolished from the European thea-
ter. That proposal, initially rejected by
the Soviet Union, was subsequently ac-
cepted by Moscow and, in my opinion,
must represent a considerable diplo-
matic victory for Ronald Reagan.

After several years of on-again, off-
again negotiations the Soviet Union
has, essentially agreed to the original
United States position on intermediate
range weaponry in Europe. A large ar-
senal of nuclear weapons is about to
be destroyed. This, perhaps, consti-
tutes the most important aspect of the
INF Treaty. To date, the superpowers
have discussed only the “capping” of
new nuclear deployments or, in the

case of the ABM Treaty, the abolition
of futuristic weaponry. In other words,
the rhetoric of the arms control world
is finally beginning to approximate re-
ality—swords truly are  being beaten
into ploughshares and spears into
pruning hooks.

I would also draw the attention of
the Senate to the fact that this treaty
is unbalanced and asymmetrical—a
fact which I consider to be of the
highest importance. This treaty will
oblige the Soviet Union to destroy
many more nuclear weapons than will
be destroyed by the United States. In
other words, we have succeeded, for
the first time, in dispensing with the
myth of United States and Soviet mili-
tary parity. To date, arms control ne-
gotiations have been predicated upon
the implicit assumption that the two
superpowers hold roughly comparable
military/strategic positions and that
they have come to the negotiating
table to discuss mutual, balanced re-
ductions in the interests of péace.

But in many areas, the arsenals of
the two superpowers are barely com-
parable. How can we begin to compare
U.S. forces in Europe, even with the
help of our allies, with those of the
Red army and the Warsaw Pact? How
could we compare the United States
arsenal of Pershings and cruise mis-
siles with the Soviet deployments of
SS-20’s? Even now, as we debate
whether to proceed with the research
and development of the Midgetman
missile or the rail garrisoned MX, the
Soviet Union is deploying a multiple
warhead, rail mobile, ICBM. The
Soviet Union’s defense budget has, for
many years, run at an unprecedented-

. 1y high level and this heavy spending-

has yielded results—both in large nu-
clear arsenals and hugh conventional
forces. In short, many future arms
control agreements, particularly in the
conventional field, will have to be asym-
metrical if they are to be equitable
and stabilizing. Moscow has built more
weapons than the United States and,
if it sincerely seeks peace, it will there-
fore have to destroy more weapons
than the United States. I applaud the
President and his negotiators for
achieving what must be the first overt-
ly asymmetrical arms control agree-
ment in history. May there be many
more. :

If there are to be more arms control
agreements along the lines of the INF
Treaty, I believe that my colleagues in
the Senate would be well-advised to
examine the history of the INF issue.
I recall that when President Reagan
affirmed his decision to implement
President Carter’s decision to deploy
intermediate range weapons In
Europe, he encountered considerable
criticism, both from within the so-
called arms control community and
from within the Congress, particularly
the othier body. Where would we be
today if that criticism had taken hold,
if we had legislated a so-called nuclear

‘freeze and our initial deployments
been frustrated. I hope that it would .

-'weaponry.
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be obvious to everyone here that we
almost certainly would not be here
today discussing the INF Treaty and
the abolition of intermediate range
missiles from the European theater.

We have succeeded in achieving a
good INF Treaty because the United
States dealt from a position of deter-
mination and strength. When NATO’s
willingness to deploy a new generation
of nuclear weaponry was in doubt, the
Soviet Union walked out of negotia-
tions. When deployments began and
the allisefe held firm, the Soviets re-
turned to the negotiating table. When
threats and bullying failed to shake
NATO resolve, the possibility of reach-
ing an equitable treaty suddenly
become near and, finally, a reality.

If we are to achieve further arms
control agreements along these lines,
we must remember the need to remain
firm in the face of threats and united
in the face of rhetoric. If we genuinely
wish to see more equitable arms con-
trol treaties, we must recognize that
we do not assist the arms control proc-
ess by undercutting our negotiators
with crude attempts to conduct negoti-
ations from the Senate floor. Our ne-
gotiators in Geneva succeeded in nego-
tiating this treaty because they were
allowed a relatively free hand and
they were not bedeviled by the prob-
lem of & Congress making premature,
unilateral concessions to the Soviet
side. I truly believe that if we wish
this or any future administration to
achieve a good, acceptable START
Treaty, the Congess will have to learn
to behave toward our strategic weap-
onry in the same way as it did toward
our intermediate range weaponry.

If any Member doubts this analysis,
I would ask them to consider the ex-
ample of antisatellite weaponry. For
several years, the Congress has strictly
limited and, more recently, utterly for-
bidden the testing of U.S. antisatellite
Meanwhile, the Soviet
Union has tested and deployed an
antisatellite system capable of attack-
ing any low orbiting satellite. I do not
think " that any of us should be
shocked to learn that, to date, Moscow
has shown little interest in negotiating
the abolition of Asat weaponry.

Mr. President, this observation leads
me to another, vital consideration;
namely, NATO’s conventional posture
in Europe. Some critics of the INF
Treaty have asserted that the removal
of so many U.S. nuclear missiles ex-
poses the weakness of NATO’s conven-
tional forces compared with those of
the Warsaw Pact. This is correct but
does not, in my judgment, constitute
an argument for rejecting the treaty.
It should, by now, be clear to us all
that NATO must “raise the nuclear
threshold,” that there is no political
consensus within the alliance which
would allow it to continue to rely so
heavily on nuclear weapons for its de-
fense. If NATO’s conventional weak-
ness is, indeed, exposed, then we
should view this as a call to improve
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NATO’s conventional defenses, not as.
a call to reject the treaty.

Naturally, a concerted program to
improve- NATO’s conventional de-
fenses should move hand in hand with
a viable conventional arms control
strategy. Such a strategy should aim
for assymetrical' reductions which
would leave NATO and Warsaw Pact
forces at roughly the same size while
weakening: the pact’s capacity to drive:
- Irard and fast into Western Europe.
However, I must stress to my col-
leagues that the history of the INF
agreement will, quite likely, repeat
itself. In other words, Moscow will
evince little interest in meaningful—
and I stress meaningful—conventional’
armns' control negotiations if it doubts:
NATO’s commitment to conventional
improvements or the overall U.S. com-
mitment. to buttressing the defense of
Western Eurepe through the deploy-
ment of U.S. forces in that theater.

Before closing Mr. President, I
would like to compliment the negatia-
tors. of this treaty on securing recogni-
tion of the need for on-site inspection:
as indispensable- for true verification.
However, on-site inspection, in and of
itself, does.not solve all problems and I
would not wish to see the cn-site in--

spection procedures adopted in the-

INF Treaty being used: as a model for
a future START Treaty. In' my opin--
ion, much greater scope should have
been given for challenge inspections.
The events.of the past. few weeks have
indicated that the rights of inspectors
should have been spelled out more
clearly. In addition, our negotiators.
should have taken steps to insure that
permanent. inspectors should. be in-
stalled’ at military plants of roughly
comparable importance.

I fear that, in allowirng Soviet inspec-
tors. access to the Bacchus. Magna
plant in Utah, we may run the risk of
compromising several highly classified’
‘nonnuclear’ projects now being pur-
sued at that site. The Soviet Union
runs no similar risk. These security

problems are serious but I am con- -

vinced that they can be dealt with.
Certainly, I personally have received
excellent cooperation, both from Sec-
retary Carlucci and Ambassador Max
Kampelman in my efforts to address
these questions. I mention these prob-
lems solely in' the hope that we will
not witness their repetition in the ne-
gotiation of a- START Treaty. I sus-
pect that such a repetition could be
avoided by the attachment of a plant
security specialist to future arms con-
trol negotiating teams..

I do, sincerely; hope that this INF
Treaty before-us today will be ratified
by the Senate prior to the pending su-
perpower sunmmnit in Moscow and that
the momentum gained by its ratifica-
tion will lead to progress in the fields
. of strategic' weaponry and the reduc-
-tion of conventiomal forces under this,
or the mnext, administration. The
Senate can play a role in assisting this
progress' through the ratification of
this INF Treaty.
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded.to call the
roll.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of ratification of the

INF Treaty. I believe that this treaty-

represents a small yet positive step in

superpower relations and serves as a.
hopeful precedent for future arms.

control agreements.

I think it would be useful to go back
a little and see what has happened
with regard to nuclear arms control
through the years.

If we go back to post-World War 11
days, we were the only real nuclear
power in this world. We knew the
Soviet Union was working toward that
goal, but they did not yet have nuclear
capability.

At that point, some of the wiser
leaders in this country proposed that.
all nuclear matters be placed under
international control for all nations,
and we sought to get such an agree-
ment from the Soviet Union. This was
known as the Baruch plan or the
Baruch-Lilienthal plan that was put
forward in June 1946. The Soviets did
not consider this seriously, and they
turned it down. They were behind in
nuclear technology and: they wanted
to go ahead and develop their own nu-
clear weapons.

Through the years, then, we tried to
get the arms control process going
again through various international
forums, and we proposed time after
time for some 40 years that fissile ma-
terial either highly enriched uranium
or plutonium—be brought under some
kind of control, and that there be pro-
duction controls on fissile. material.

At each ane of these presentations
made by the United.States, the Soviets
would respond by saying, ‘“Before we
can go that route we must have com-
prehensive arms control agreements
on both nuclear and conventional
weapons.”

- Those were the superpower positions
through the years, and it got us no-
where. The Soviets remained locked in
to their position on comprehensive
arms control and we locked in to our
position that fissile material control
was the important factor to consider.
And so we have records of probalily 50
or 60 proposals made- through the
years by the United States and 50 or
60 refusals by the Soviet Union.

Not being able to get agreement on
control of fissile material and not
being able to get comprehensive arms
control, we pursued agreements in
areas of common interest.

Following the Baruch-Lilienthal pro-
posal that President Truman put for-
ward, we, subsequently had the limit-
ed nuclear test ban that President

May 24, 1988

Kennedy put forward. Following that,

President Johnson put forward the

Latin American Nuclear Free Zone -
Treaty and the Nuclear Nonprolifera- -

tion Treaty, and as a follow-on, I was
coauthor of the Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion Act which dealt with the spread
of the technologies necessary to make
nuclear weapons, and how we could re-
strict that flow of technology and
equipment necessary to make nuclear
weapons.

There are not many places in the
world that can make the precision
equipment necessary for setting out to
develop a nuclear fissile material in-
dustry..

And that is. what the: Nuclear Non-
proliferationt Act tried to address. .

During the period of the Nonprolif-
erationr Treaty and the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Act, we put forward the
following proposal: We said that we
and the Soviets are the two nuclear su-
perpowers. We have the huge stock-
piles of nuclear weapons and we want
to negotiate those stoekpiles down and
to make the world more safe. We do
not want either side to miscalculate
and someday start & nuclear war. And
we pledged to the nations of the world
that we will negotiate with the Soviet
Union and try and get. those stockpiles
brought down to a lower level.. While
we are deing that, on the other hand,
we are asking nennuclear weapons
states not. to develop nuclear weapons
in the meantime. We are trying to
stuff some of this nuclear genié back
into the bottle, We are trying for the
first time with the Saviet. Union to
reduce- our weapons stockpiles so that
the world will.be more safe. But.at the
‘same time, foreswear the development
of nuclear weapons and we will cooper-
ate with you in the peaceful develop-
ment of the uses of nuclear technolo-
gy.

How successful has that been?’ We
have had 137 nations sign the NPT
and foresworn the nuclear option. I
think that is a great stccess story, and
I think we should be proud of that.

We have stood before the rest of the
world proclaiming the importance of
nonproliferation and why we do not
want to see the nuclear weapons of
the world used in small border wars.
But to the people involved in those
border disputes, nonproliferation is
every bit as vital to their national in-
terest as.our own.

So we cannot depend on that kind of
common- sense- to- prevail if both sides
_of smaller nations develop, possess,
and threaten each other with nuclear
weapons.

So that is where we have stood. We
have had a pact with the nations of

the world for the last 20 years or so.’

We have pledged ourselves to negoti-
ate with the Soviet Union and try and
get the superpowers’ weapons stock-
piles under better control. At.the same
time we will cooperate with the Third
~-World nations and nonnuclear weap-

ons states if they will foreswear the
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nuclear weapons option, and we will
cooperate with you and help you
obtain the peaceful benefits of nuclear
power.
We have 137 nations that have
. signed the treaty and agreed to do ex-
actly that. So it has been a two-
pronged approach. One is dependent
on the other.

Well, here we are some 40 years later
and, here we have President Reagan
and Secretary Gorbachev agreeing to
make a beginning with the INPF
Treaty.

Now, how did that occur? It was de-

.cided to take a gradual, rather than a
comprehensive approach o arms con-
trol. And the INF Treaty is a first
step. Instead of taking onmajor issues
such as fissile material and <conven-
tional arms control as the basis for ne-
gotiations, we backed off and ‘took a
little bite out of that bigger apple.

INF is a new formula. It is not ‘over-
all arms control, it is only a piece of it.
But the treaty builds to the future and
sets a basis for future arms control ne-
gotiations.

Now, I would like to make a few ob-
servations directly on the INF Treaty
iitself.

No. 1, I think the treaty’s signifi-
cance is far more political and psycho-
logical than military for all the rea-
sons I have just stated.

This agreement will affect only
about 4 percent- of the superpowers’
nuclear arsenals. It will not have a
profound impact on the United States-
Soviet military balance. It just does
not involve that many weapons.

However, the treaty sets several im-
portant precedents. When entered into
force, this treaty will require the first
ever reduction in existing nuclear mis-
sile stockpiles—not warheads but mis-
sile stockpiles—since the beginning of
the nuclear age.

Furthermore, the INF Treaty estab-
lishes the important principle of asym-
metrical reductions.

This is the first time they agreed to
nonegual, .asymmetrical reductions.
And that is quite a breakthrough. We
come dut with the numerical advan-
tage in.the INF Treaty.

The Soviets will have to destroy ap-
proximately twice as many weapons
delivery vehicles as the United States.
This is a particularly important prece-
dent, given the enormous numerical
advantage of Warsaw Pact convention-
al forces. They have some 21,000~
22,000 tanks along that East European
border while NATO has around 7,000
tanks. Obviously, in future conven-
‘tional arms control negotiations, there
must be asymmetrical reductions on
the Soviet side. )

For there to be true, lasting military
stability in Europe, the Warsaw Pact
must be prepared to drastically reduce
its conventional forces.

During the legislative break before
last, about 5 weeks ago, I went with a
congressional delegation to Vienna.
We sat and talked to our mutual bal-
ance force reduction negotiators, those
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people who are part of a conventional
arms control process that has been on-
going for some 15 years without suc-
cess.

But now, as a result of INF, the
:people over there told us that there is
some hope. The Soviets have now as-
signed 8 higher ranking team to the
negotiations. They are now -coming
forward with some new ideas. So per-
‘haps there is hope that we are now
going to see progress .in this area -of
conventional forces.

Mr. President, I have always been
particularly- concerned also that our
arms control agreements with the So-
viets be adequately verifiable. We are
qot going to accept the ‘Soviets word
that they will abide by a treaty. We
shave only NTM, as it is called, our na-
tional technical means, by which we
can observe from overhead or other
clandestine methods what is going on
in the Soviet Union. But we hardly
«an depend on that completely for ail
the information that is necessary to
monitor an arms control agreement.

Now, thre essential element of any
arms control agreement is whether or
not it contains sufficient provisions for
ach side to independently verify the
<compliance of the other. I would say
to my colleagues this morning, Mr.
President, that if I did not believe that
this agreement was adequately verifia-
ble, I would not hesitate to oppose its
ratification.

At the time the SALT II Treaty was
being considered in 1979, I was a
member of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and I voted against
recommehnding the treaty to the full
Senate for ratification. My primary
objection to SALT II was that I knew
that our monitoring and verification
capabilities at the time were not ade-
quate to do the job. With the Iranian
revolution, we had lost our monitoring
facilities in Iran. We called these two
sites Talkman I and Talkman 1I. We
had lost those sites during the Iranian
revolution. We had some aGther sources
of verification that were manifumction-

ing. . . .

At that time I stated it if “befere
‘the final vote on:SALT I {he adminis-
tration can demonstrate that we have
in-place means to monitor permanent-
ly and -adequately the treaty’s provi-
sions I will gladly become . one of
SALT II's enthusiastic supporters, but
not until then.”

But I monitored very closely what
we were doing to try smd recoup our
monitoring capability. After closely
monigoring the status -of our verifica-
tion capahilities over a 2-year period, 1
became cecmvinced that the Umited
States did, in fact, acguire such verifi-
cation capabilities, and 1 announced
my support for the SALT II Treaty
ratification in October 1981.

Let me add, I have no such misgiv-
ings about the werifiability of the
pending INF Treaty before the
Senate.

Soviet acceptance of onsite inspec-
tion on such an unprecedented scale is

.of
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the most important aspect of the INF
Treaty and represents a very impor-
tant shift in the Sowiet approach to
arms control. This .concession gives
hope for future strategic and conven-
tional arms control agreements that
truly will be militarily significant.

Mr. President, in Janwuary I -visited

“the Los Alamos and ‘Sandia National

Laboratories in New Mexico 1o review
the latest arms wcontrol verification
technologies, and the work being done
in this important area is most impres-
sive. I am confident that, given the
‘treaty’s combination of onsité ‘inspec-
tion, its ban on flight-testing, and our:
mnational technical means of verifica-
tion, the treaty’s provisions will enable
the United States to detect any mili-
tarily significant Soviet violations.

Some have expressed concern that
this agreement will somehow distance
or decouple the United States from
our NATO allies. I'Believe this-concern
is greatly exaggerated. The most tan-
gible expression of our military com-
mitment in Europe is not nuclear mis-
siles, but the presence of over 325,000
American troops in Western Europe as
a tripwire for American involvement
in the event of any Warsaw Pact ag-
gression. Furthermore, this treaty will
not result in the denuclearization of
Western Europe. At the tactical, or
Dbattlefield 1level, NATO forces in
Europe will still retain sufficient nu-
‘clear weaponry to deter attack from
the Warsaw Pact. Also, our ground-
based intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, and our air and sea platforms
can cover the targets that would oth-
erwise have been targeted by our Per-
shing IT’s and GLCM’s.

Mr. President, the Sensate has quite
properly served its function in the
treaty-making . process by carefully
scrutinizing in detail the provisions .of
this treaty and examining its broader
national security implications. It is
just this thorough review which, I be-
lieve, has helped resolve disputes with
the Soviets in the last week regarding
verification and clarification of the
treaty’s limits on futuristic weapsns.

However, for the Senate to preserve
ifs institutional role in the treaty-
making process, I believe it has an ob-
ligation to refute the State Depart-
ment's so-called Sofaer doctrine which
asserts. that the Executive is not
bound, in implementing a treaty, by
what it has told the Senate in seeking
consent to ratification. This extraordi-
nary doctrine came about 85 a result
the administration’s apparent
desire 1o reinterpret and thereby un-
derzsine ithe ABM Treaty, witich
places impeatamt constraints an the
testing, dswel@pment, and deplayment
of strategic defenses.

It is ironic that this sdministration,
which plates such a premiem on the
concept of original intent in<ther con-
texts, would attempt to pw® Torth a
treaty reinterpretation which contra-
dicts the negotiating record as under-
stood by all of the American negotia-

Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA- RDP89T00234R000100030009 5




Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA- RDP89T00234R000100030009-5

S 6476

tors at the time except one, as well as

' . contradicting both the explanation of

. the ABM Treaty made to the Senate
by the Nixon administration, and the
Senate’s understanding of the treaty
when it gave its overwhelming support
to the ABM Treaty by a vote of 88-2.

I support the Biden condition which
reaffirms the constitutional principle
that this treaty shall be interpreted

“in accordance with the understanding
of the Treaty shared by the Executive
and the Senate at the time of Senate
consent to ratification” based on the
text of the treaty and reflected in the
authoritative representations provided
by the executive branch to the Senate.
I urge that this condition not be
stricken from the treaty’s resolutxon

- of ratification.

Mr. President, while the Senate is
now focusing 1ts attention on the INF
Treaty and its implications for nation-
al’ security, I haye several concerns
about the direction we are heading in
the arms control process as we contin-
ue negotiation on a START agreement
with the Soviets.

In INF we are making a break-
through. As I said before, I view this
breakthrough as being far more psy-
chological and political than numeri-
cal. There are a lot of people who

looked at this as a new basis for’

START; that if we have been able to
negotiate this INF Treaty, can we not
now use exactly the same basis and go
right ahead and negotiate a START
Treaty.

. And I would say no, we -cannot use
] this as the same basis. The fact that
we were able to negotiate such a
. treaty with the Soviet Union makes us
*. hopeful that we will be able to negoti-
" ate further in START and have subse-
quent arms negotiations, but it -cannot
be on this same basis,

Let me go back just a llttle What'

would have happened at Reykjavik if

- both sides had truly agreed to elimi-
- nate all nuclear weapons and we had

set up that agreement to be executed,

- 50 percent elimination over a 5-year
period, to complete elimination over a
10-year period, we  signed it and we did
it without any other agreements in
other areas? What would have hap-
pened?

Well, I would say we might have
made Deng Xiaoping the nuclear king
of ‘the world. Is that what we want?
Would another nation have come to
the fore that would have a big superi-
ority of nuclear weapons, and become
nuclear king of the world, in effect?

© Well, I cannot say that would abso-
lutely have happened. But I do know
this. If we are serious about going to
50 percent, 25 percent, 10 percent, and
even 5 percent levels of cur current
nuclear arsenals we must at some
point along that line bring other nu-
clear powers into thosé negotiations.
They must be brought in as parties to
this process or we are going to create a
situation - where we, -and the Soviet
’ Unlon negotiate ourselves down to a
dow level and make sonie of the other

- CON GRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE
"-have the treaty exactly the way it is.

nuclear powers of -the world the pre-
eminent nuclear powers.

That is hardly the outcome we want
in this negotiation. So, first, future ne-
gotiations must bring other nuclear
powers into the negotiations, if we are
to go to low levels of nuclear weapon-
Ty. )

No. 2, we must have agreements on
conventional balances. We have used
our nuclear superiority, our accuracy,
our numbers of weapons through the
years as a balance to Soviet conven-
tional superiority. We cannot take our
nuclear weapons systems down to low
levels and say this conventional imbal-
ance does not exist any more. It does
exist. And I would suggest that in
future negotiations for START, we
start out with conventional balance
negotiations even before nuclear nego-
tiations because it is absolutely neces-
sary that we get agreements on con-
ventional forces if we expect to have
ratification of any treaty in START
that is going to reduce our nuclear
weapons down to 50 percent or below.
I think that is a key element.

I also mentioned that the American-:

posture through the years has been
one of wanting to maintain control
over fissile material production. It
would seem to me that we have to get
back to that in future negotiations.

I do not believe that most Americans

are aware that this INF Treaty does

not result in destruction of one single
nuclear explosive device. People think
we are destroying nuclear weapons.
We are not. We are not destroying one
nuclear explosive device.

Every nuclear bomb, will still be
there -when this treaty goes into

.effect. What we are destroying with

this treaty is the delivery system, the
pickup truck that carries the load, if
you will. And somewhere in the future
it seems to me in future arms control
negotiations, in START or beyond
that, we must address this problem di-
rectly. Let us say we had gone with
the Reykjavik formula of eliminating
all nuclear delivery vehicles. Would we
really feel sz2fe in some future time of
crisis, knowing that the Soviets are sit-
ting there with some 10,000 or 12,000
nuclear warheads on the shelf and we
are sitting on our side with 10,000 or
12,000 nuclear warheads on the shelf?
Would we really feel safe? I doubt that
we would: I know that I would not.

So it seems to me somewhere the
three things that must be addressed
are bringing other nuclear powers into
the equation; No. 2, dealing with the
conventional weapons balance without
which we will never have meaningful
START reductions; and No. 3, some-
how dealing with this fissile material
issue in the future.

"~ I'am also very much aware that this
fissile material arrangement in the
INF Treaty probably results in a bene-
fit to us because we have a need for
some of that old fissile material. Our
production system in this country for
fissile material is not what it should be
and so it may be to our advantage to
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But if the world in the future is really
going to be made safer, then it seems:
to me we have to deal with these three
matters when we get. into future arms
control negotiations. :

But let me say this: Desplte the
treaty, the frightening truth is that
the danger of nuclear war is rising. 1
hasten to add, not because of what the
Soviets or the United States is doing,
but because of what smaller or less in-
dustrialized nations are doing to devel-
op or acquire nuclear weapons, and be-
cause of what the United States is not
doing to stop it.

Let there be no mistake, the spread
of nuclear weapons to more and more
nations around the world is a major
threat to the national security of our
Nation., That threat will grow as other
nations also acquire the missile capa-
bility to accurately deliver these weap-
ons. But it will also grow because mis-
siles are not necessary to deliver nucle-
ar weapons anymore.

Some of today’s nuclear weapons are
small enough to be transported by
light planes that escape border pa-
trols. They can be carried by small
boats and dock at remote and deserted
coves. Some of them are even small
enough to be delivered by terrorists
carrying them in suitcases.

If you have a high level of nuclear
technical sophistication these days,
you can design weapons that are that
small—reliable. weapons—but you do
not- really need that. What you have

‘are diplomatic pouches.

Most people . think of a diplomatic -

pouch as a leather briefcase or a mail-

man’s bag. I will destroy that myth by
saying a diplomatic pouch can be sup-
plied by sea containers coming in on
ships.. Many. .tons of equipment can
come in as “diplomatic pouches.” :

So the thought that somehow we
can catch all material coming in is no
more true for nuclear weapons than it
is for drugs coming across our borders,
and we know what the experience has
been with that. It has taught us the
impossibility of sealing our borders-
against the determined efforts of
smugglers.

This goes back, once again, to trying

-to prevent Third World nations from

getting nuclear weapons, and trying to
get them to agree with the sanctions
we put forward in the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Act of 1978.

We have 137 nations who have
agreed to that, but some nations have
not.

I feel that for the past 8 years, the
administration has not played com-
pletely straight with the American
people on this issue. They have pre-
tended that the lack of nuclear testing
by the so-called nonweapons states
means that proliferation is not occur-
ring. They claim that a policy of
easing or eliminating our laws that
place restrictioris on dangerous nucle-
ar trade will bring nonproliferation
benefits.
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. Let us look at this a minute. Let me

give you some examples and see what
_has happened.

Pakistan has, for all practical pur-
poses, become a nuclear weapon state.
That nation has stolen nuclear tech-
nology from us; they violated our rnu-
clear export control laws; and they
made numerous assurances to ‘the
President that were not kept. The ad-
ministration’s response was to reward
Pakistan with a multibillion doltar aid
package that was unaccompamied by
:estramts on Pakistan’s nuclear activi-

ies

- I know a.ll the reasons why we did
not want to .do this. We wanted to
send aid through Pakistan to counter
the Soviets’ presence in Afghanistan.-
We wanted to send arms to the Muja-
hidin. I supported sending arms to the
‘Mujahidin, but I did not swpport
.giving the aid package to Pakistan
without having some agreement with
regard to nuclear weapons. .

Pakistan is not the only rountry to
have made major strides in muclear
weapons capability in the Tast 8 yenrs.
India, which exploded a primitive nu-
clear device in 1974, is producing
bomb-grade plutontum; testing ® long-
range missile; is reportedly ‘buying
heavy water on the black market; and
claims to be able to enrich urarium to
any level. I certainly do not dwebtthat
claim.

South Africa is believed to have

stockpiled enough high enriched "ura--

nium from an indigenous plant to
produce a significant number of nucle-
ar weapons. The administration aided
this program by turning a blind &ye to
the activities of a United States nucle-
ar fuel broker in finding new uranium

fuel for South Africa’s power reactors

from European sources, thereby allow-
.ing South Africa to preserve its stock-
pile of uranium for nuclear weapons.

Argentina has developed the ability
to enrich uranium, possesses unsafe-
guarded nuclear facilities, and is work-
ing on a long-range nuclear capable
ballistic missile.

Let me add that Argentina is provid-
ing nuclear technical assistance to
Khomeini’s Iran under a multimillion
doliar contract.

Brazil has a nuclear program run by
its ‘military, is building unsafeguarded
nuclear fzrilities, and has concluded a
. $2 billicn dexl with Qadhafi’s Libya to
build an ‘irtermediate range ballistic
missile with a range of over 600 miles.

Finaliy, Mr. President, we must not
neglect the fact that Israel also has a
growing nuclear program, one of the
consequences for the failure to make
progress toward a -comprehensive
‘Middle East political settlement that
would guarantee Israel’s right to exist
within stable and secure borders.

That is not a good record. It just de-
tails a few of the countries desiring to
have nuclear weapons. I do not want
to see us abandon our previously held
U.S. controls over the production and
use of plutonium by our allies. Let me
give one other example.
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Look at Japan, for instance. The re-
cently concluded treaty with Japan
says for the next 30 years, Japan will
have United States permission to re-
ceive tons of plutonium from United
States-origin materials. ‘'What an at-
tractive target for terrorists. .

Why do we do this? For 30 years, we
are giving the rights for plutoniom
production from American-origin ma-
terial to the Japanese. I am not that
worried about the Japanese right now.
But who knows what will happen in 30
years. What kind of a precedent does
this set for other nations?

We voted on this and lost that fight
on the Senate floor a short time ago.
Some’ of the thinps being said about
the treaty on ‘the floor at that time
were just not ‘borne out by fact. What
we have tried to do is prevent any
nation in the wurld from moving to a
plutonium-based economy.

It was said on the Senate floor that
they would cancel their uranium en-
‘richment purchases in this country.
What they are really dirving towsrd is
a plutonium-based nuclear industry
that will not need any high enriched
uranium from this country.

So business will be going down for
the United States as they proteed on
‘their plans toward a plutonium £cono-
my, and that is what this treaty
helped them to do.

While there has not been the fight
against nmuclear proliferation by this
administration that I would like to
have seen and efforts to make nuclear
terrorism more difficult, I think the
battle is not lost. We must not aban-
don that fight.

Mr. ADAMS. Will the Senater from
Ohio yield for a moment? I just want
to join the Senator from Ohio in his
remarks about both the Japanese
treaty and the nonproliferation work
that he has been doing, It is an incred-
ibly important thing for this Nation,
and the Senator from Ohio has been a
leader in this struggle.

I agree with him completely that the
‘establishment of plutonium-based
economies throughout the world
which produce atomic weapons type
fuel is-a danger to the future of the
world and particularly as it spreads, if
it does—and I hope it does not—to
"Third World countries.

As the Senator from Ohio has point-
ed out, it is not that we worry about
Japan at this moment, but as you
spread the danger_ of fhis material
being removed from them either by
terrorist tactics or otherwise, it just in-
creases the danger of a nuclear explo-
sion or series of them occurring.

I just wanted to compliment the
Senator from Ohio on the work that
he has done and join with him and say
that this struggle is not over.

Mr. GLENN. I thank very much the
distinguished Senator from Washing-
ton for his comments. I am very much
aware of the personal efforts he has
put into this fight also. It has been &
long, hard struggle, one that we will
continue. I welcome the Senator’s help
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as I have welcomed the opportunity to

work with him on things that he has -

proposed on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, in this area of the
spread of nuclear weapons to other na-
tions around the world, T think there
are a number of things we can do to
restore the credibility of U.S. policy on
this issue. I set these forward as prin-
ciples, if you will. First, the President
should reorganize the -executive
branch effort on nuclezr nonprolifera- -
tion to give it a mare wisible presenve
as an important elemert of U.S. ma-
tional security policy. The Depart-
ment of Defense, the Arms Control
and Disarmement Agency, as well as
the State Department ®nd Depart-
ment of Energy must pluy mrajor roles.

Second, there shonld be no promo-
tion of commercizl mses of nuclear
weapon-usable rmraterials <ither at
‘home or ®broad.

Third, we mneed = ’cbmprehens‘ive
technical assessmernt of the adequacy
of vurrent international safegnards at
'sensitive nuclear fuel cycle facilities.
‘Safe and sane international commerce
in nuclear equipment and technology

“.depends on the credibility of these

safeguards. And they must me judged
as adequate before the world begins
large-scale commercial uses of plutoni-
um or highly enriched uranium.

Fourth, we must upgrade interna-
tional standards governing the physi-
scal security of nuclear materials, espe-
cially against the threat of nuclear
threat, sabotage, or terrorism.

Fifth, we must stop creating loop-
‘holes in our nuclear laws that serve to
«coddle proliferators. If Pakistan, for
iexample, expects to have a long-term
stable relationship with the United -
‘States, we should demand that Paki-
stan comply with its past assurances
sconcerning the peaceful nature of its
nuclear program. We should not aid
those who flagrantly violate such as-
surances. »

Sixth, we should redouble our ef-
forts to encourage South Africa to ful-
1ill its promise to join the Nonprolif-
®ration Treaty.

Seventh, as part of a Middle East
peace settlement, we should encourage
the creation of a nuclear-free zone
along the lines favored by both Israel
and Egypt.

Eighth, we must explore along with
other members of the global nuclear
regime the development of coordinat-
ed international sanctions against na-
tions that engage in nuclear terrorism
or proliferation.

Ninth, we must place nuclear non-
proliferation above commercial or eco-
nomic self-interest whenéver these
goals are in conflict. This was the
policy of Presidents Ford and Carter,
and it was a good policy.

Tenth, we must redouble our efforts
to get West Germany, France, Japan
and other nuclear suppliers to require
their nuclear customers to have safe-
guards over all their nuclear facilities.
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And last but not least, we must take
further steps with the Soviet Union to
satisfy our obligations under the Nu-

- clear Nonproliferation Treaty to end
the nuclear arms race. That is what
- the INF/Treaty is all about,

Mr. President, these things I have
outlined toward Third World nations
in trying to control nuclear weapons
from those sources are not a panacea.
They are merely a set of principles
and goals that, if pursued, will make
the United States and the rest of the
world breath a little easier when con-
templating the future. I am afraid we
have been marking time when not ac-
tually moving backward in this area in
the last few years. It is time to move
ahead and retake our rightful position
as the world’s leader in preventing the
spread of nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, I have addressed sev-
eral issues this morning. I made obser-
vations on where I think the INF
Treaty leads us in the future as far as
how we should be negotiating a
START Treaty and beyond, and what
some of the basic requirements are
going to be—requirements of getting
other nations involved, requirements
of getting more equitable conventional
balances, and requirements of getting
some sort of control over fissile mate-
rial in the future. What this points out
is the problem of nuclear weapons and
how many faceted that problem is.

Future negotiations, I submit, must’

start at the bottom, not at the top. I
think if there is one thing we have
_ learned from this INF experience, it is
that our insistente on taking the big
~approach, through some 40 years did
not work. Looking at it from the
Kremlin's perspective their approach
also did not work. We finally made
progress when we dropped back a step
and made some progress with INF.

So I want to support INF. I am an
enthusiastic supporter of it. Now that
we have ironed out the matters that
we thought were being misinterpreted
by the Soviets. I am an enthusiastic
supporter of the treaty, not because of
what it does militarily, because that is
fairly minimal, but what it does in
opening up opportunity in the future.
It opens up opportunities we have not
had through the whole nuclear age.
We proposed through all those 40
years time after time that we have
agreement on nuclear weapons with
the Soviets, and they countered by
saying that we need overall arms con-
trol before we can agree to the nuclear
weapons proposals of the United
States.

INF does not even deal with nuclear
explosive devices. It deals with deliv-
.ery systems of very limited ranges, so
it is a small piece of the overall arms
control picture. But let- us use that
piece as a stepping stone to the future.

Meanwhile, as I have pointed out in"

my remarks, we must also address pro-
liferation of weapons and the danger
of nuclear war rising because of the
spread of nuclear weapons to more
countries around the world.
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We now are begimxing to move in
this one area with the Soviet Union,
and I want to see the START talks
continue on the basis that I have out-
lined this morning. At the same time
we need to keep attention focused on
preventing the spread of weapons to
more and more nations around the
world becduse it will do us little good
to get an agreement:overall with the
Soviet Union sometime in the future if
at the same time we find nuclear
weapons being used off in border wars
by smaller countries around ‘this
world.

Mr. President, I rise in support of
the INF Treaty, not because of what it
does militarily, but because of the tre-
‘mendous opportunity it opens up for
the future. Let us build on it.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, there is
nobody here to offer an amendment,
to my regret. Therefore, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REID). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think I
should state what my intentions are
and the way I see things possibly un-
folding.

I hope that today we can get unani-
mous consent to go on the treaty to
the resolution of ratification. That
would save a day, if we could get unan-

imous consent to do that, because

under the rules, in dealing with the
treaty, the rules and precedents are
Jfar different from those in dealing
with bills and resolutions. It is re-
quired under the rules in connection
with deliberations on treaties for the
Senate to go over a day after the

action on a treaty has been completed,,

before taking up the resolution of rati-
fication. If we could get unanimous
consent to waive that rule and go from
the treaty to the resolution of ratifica-
tion today, that would save a day. We
have only Wednesday, Thursday, and
Friday left—and Saturday, if _heces-
sary. That is 4 days.

Mr. President, so that the RECORD
can be all clear in one piece, I have
never felt that the Senate should ac-
commodate itself to somebody else’s
schedule—the President’s or anybody
else’s—when it comes to fulfilling its
constitutional role, which is a peculiar
and unique role under the.Constitu-
tion, with respect to treaties and con-
firmations.

There were problems with this
treaty, and those problems were
brought to light by the committees
that had jurisdiction. As a result, the
administration entered into renegoti-
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ations with the Soviets, and those
problems that had emerged were re-
solved to the satisfaction of the three
committees in the Senate that have
jurisdiction—Armed Services, Intelli-
gence, and Foreign Relations.

That being the case, I feel that the
Senate is definitely going to approve
this treaty. I intend to vote for the ap-
proval. I have no problems with trying
to get this done this week.

As a matter of fact, now that these
problems have been resolved and the
Senate is taking its time in deliberat-
ing on the treaty, I support final
action on this treaty in time for the
President to exchange the instruments
of ratification while he is at the
summit. I think the President’s hand
would be strengthened there, and I
think it would be in the interests of
our own country to have the President
with the instruments of ratlfication

' ready to proceed, after the Senate has

had its opportunity to duly deliberate
on the treaty.

I know that there are Senators who
have had amendments to the treaty
and who probably still have. I have
not attempted to push or pressure or
hasten unduly the action on such
amendments, but I believe that the
time has come now. If I had any
doubts about the treaty, I would feel
differently about trying to get the ap-
proval of the treaty before the week is
out. Having already stated the reassur-
ances that have been given by the
committees, T need not go over that
again.

So I think the time has come now
for the Senate to dispose of action on
the treaty and get on to the resolution
of ratification. There are some amend-
ments on this side of the aisle, and the
committée amendment with respect to
the reinterpretation of treaties is a
very important amendment, so far as I
am concerned, because I am extremely
concerned about the institutional role
of this body and that that institution-
al role not be eroded for any reason—
summits or whatever.

I feel that we should proceed. I
would hope that other Senators who

have amendments to the resolution of

ratification will have an opportunity
to call up their amendments.

The invoking of cloture on the
treaty could possibly, under certain
circumstances, freeze out all other
amendments to the resolution of rati-
fication, with the exception of the
committee amendment.

I want to protect that committee
amendment. I am not saying there
might not be some improvement qver
it. I want to be sure that the institu-
tional role of the Senate is not weak-.

_ened or eroded in any fashion or form.

If the Senate can move now to the
resolution of ratification, or some time
today, thus waiving the rule that re-
quires the Senate to go over a day, we
can then proceed with our amend-
ments. Senator HoLLINGS. has an
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amendment that I know about, and
there are other Senators.

I have no doubt that cloture will be
invoked. It is, of course, possible to
devise a scenario in which Senators
who are determinedly opposed to
action on the treaty this week could
stnng us out. I am not implying that
there are any Senators who would do
that. If we want to engage ourselves in
examining all the scenarios, that cer-
tainly would be possible. It would not
be too difficult, as a matter of fact. It
would make it harder on all of us.

There is another scenario in which
30 hours conceivably could be complet-
ed before Saturday. This would neces-
sitate at least one all-night session, but
I hope we will not have to go to such
lengths.

Therefore, having said thls for the
purpose that the record might be
cléar and that the press and others
might understand what the situation
is, so that they can also be better
guided in their scheduling, the cloture
motion  will be filed today on the
treaty, unless.in the meantime we can
get consent to go from the treaty to
the resolution of ratification, in which
case I would offer the cloture motion
to the resolution of ratification.

I hope that the best in all worlds
would allow us to finally end up with
some kind of unanimous-consent
agreement that will allow Senators
who have been offering amendments
to offer whatever amendments they
have that they may want to still enter-
tain, allow Senators on this side of the
aisle to offer amendments that they
have in mind, and allow for a sched-
uled hour and date for final vote on
the resolution of ratification,

For the benefit of those who are lis-
tening, the Senate does not vote on
the treaty. The Senate votes on the
resolution of ratification. So there will
not be any vote on the treaty. The
final vote will be on the resolution of
ratification. Should the 30 hours come
in, and that is an unlikely but certain-
ly conceivable and possible scenario,
once 30 hours have been consumed, if
it went to that length, then the final
vote would occur on the resolution of
ratification, but the pending question
al that moment would be the commit-
tee amendment. That is the situation.

I urge all Senators to be prepared
for a long session. I do not see any ne-
cessity for a long session today be-
cause in introducing the cloture
motion, that would not ripen until
Thursday. So there will be no point in

- staying late, late, late this evening.
There might be a point in staying late,
late, late, late, late tomorrow evening,
and it could be that the Senate will
have to be in late, late, late, late on
Thursday. Possibly all that can be
avoided because I believe that there
are reasonable men and women in this
Senate and we all certainly want to be
fair with each other and see that each
Senator has his opportunity to debate
and offer amendments. Perhaps we
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can arrive at some agreement after a
while. I would hope so.

I have seen it happen so many times
before rather than spend all night,
and I am well aware that there are
Senators who are willing to spend all
night to uphold their principles and
their viewpoints as they see them, and
I respect that.

I would say to the Republican leader
I do not see any need of staying all
night tonight, but if we could get such
a consent, since we both have our con-
ferences today, we can get such con-
sent to move on to the resolution of
ratification. Perhaps we can dispose of
some of the amendments to the reso-
lution today and if we had to be in
into the evening to a reasonable hour
today, it would help us to achieve our
ultimate goal before the week is out.

I would like to be out Saturday and
not have to come in. I believe that the
work can be done without our having
to be in Saturday. But if we have to be
in Saturday, then we will have to be in
Saturday, and I would hope that Sena-
tors would be prepared for such in the
event that that tums out to be our
only recourse.

I yield to the distinguished Republi-
can leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
minority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think
the majority leader has stated the case
clearly, and we will join in a cloture
motion. In fact, it is in . the process of
being signed now by Members on both
sides of the aisle. This must be a bipar-
tisan effort. We have been on the
treaty now for a week. We started last
Tuesday. It is & week later.

We did meet with the President this
morning. There is no doubt in my
mind he would very much like to have
the articles of ratlﬁcatxon to ex-
change. We still have some time. He
leaves tomorrow, but I understand
that Senator Baker is going to be join-
ing him on Saturday. He could take
them over Saturday or somehow they
could be delivered. .

So, I would hope, as the majority
leader has indicated, that there is
some way to go from the treaty to the
resolution of ratification. There are a
number of issues, a number of amend-
ments, reservations, whatever differ-
ent categories, category 1, 2, and 3
amendments, on both sides of the
aisle, and some are going to take some
time. The reinterpretation amendment
could consume most of the 30 hours.
We hope that there is some way to re-
solve that so that we do not spend all
the time on that particular amend-
ment. Although I have not been inti-
mately involved, it is my understand-
ing there are not many word differ-

- ences. The distinguished Senator from

Indiana has been working with other
Senators on the other side.

I am encouraged by what the maJori-
ty leader has stated. I think he has in-
dicated in the statement he just made
that it is his intention, everything else
being equal, not being bound by any
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arbitrary date, but everything else
being equal, having been satisfied be-
cause of the exchange of notes that
have taken care of several of the nine
different areas, that that being done,
maybe we can accommodate the Presi-
dent without. any diminution of the
role of the Senate. In fact, I think it
underscores the role of the Senate. It
is an important role. It is a constitu-
tional role. As the distinguished ma-
jority leader indicated this morning at
the White House, the Soviets should
understand that we have a different
system. They may have zipped theirs
through yesterday afternoon, I guess,
with just a winking of an eye. But that
does not happen here. And no one is
attempting to cut off anyone on either
side.

I guess the only thmg I would sug-
gest is if anybody has amendments, let
us get them up, let us have a vote, and
even better yet, as the majority leader
suggested, let us move on to the reso-
lution of ratification.” There is still

.plenty of time to debate that. Hopeful-

ly, we can work out some unanimous-
consent agreement a little later on.

I certainly do not look forward to an
all-night session. We are willing to do
it, but I hope we do not come to that. I
hope we can work out something that
does not keep all of us in all night
long.

But if that is necessary, obviously we
are prepared to do it, Members on
both sides are, but I would just hope,
as the Republican leader, speaking for
my Republican President, who is in
the last year of his second term, that
we might be able to accommodate him
in this instance. There is not .any
doubt about this treaty or the consent
to ratification being given by this
body. The question is just how many
votes are going to be for-it. It is going
to be 94, 95, 92. It is not even close.

So, it would seem, under those cir-
cumstances, we can make a good case
after having ample time for debate for
anyone who wants to debate, offer

.amendments, do whatever, to try to

accommodate Ronald Reagan who I
think in this instance has done an out-
standing job. He deserves our support.
The Soviets should know when Ronald
Reagan arrives in Moscow or during
his visit there he is supported in a bi-
partisan way by the Congress, the
American people, and somehow we

" have to do that.

I am encouraged by what the majori-
ty leader says and I really believe
when all is said and done we can all
come together. Some may not be for
the treaty, but I hope they will let us
go ahead and proceed, those of us who
are for the resolution of ratification, if
we are given the opportunity to do
that, hopefully by maybe even early
Friday, like 3 o’clock Friday afternoon.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, let me
just make one other statement with
regard to a possible veto message
coming into the Senate. A veto mes-
sage, should it reach the Senate in ex-
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ecutive session, has to be brought in
and the veto message would have prec-
edence over rule XXII. So even if clo-
ture had been invoked on a treaty, if
the Senate went into legislative ses-
sion it would have to proceed with
that veto message unless a way can be
fp‘;md to postpone the attempt to over-
ride. .

I will do everything I can to keep a
veto message from impeding our work
on the treaty.

I hope that in that event I can have
the cooperation of everyone on both
sides.

I yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr President, I would
like to say, as one of the committee
chairmen who have been involved in
this treaty, that I agree with every-
thing the majority leader and minori-
ty leader have said. I think we have
had legitimate debate. I think we have
had substantive debate. There are im-
portant amendments that need to be
considered, both on the treaty and the
resolution of ratification, but I see no
reason that we cannot complete this
treaty this week and handle all the le-
gitimate questions. It may not be han-
dled to everyone’s satisfaction, it may
not win the votes, but I believe that
we do not have such a number of
amendments that would require us to
go into next week. I think we can
finish this week, assuming there is no
delay.

I also believe we ought to do what
we can, other things being equal, to
pass this treaty and to do it by the
time the President starts his summit
conference with General Secretary
Gorbachev. I would not say that if I
thought there were outstanding prob-
lems, because I do not think that dead-
line should drive us if the are out-
standing problems that can be re-
solved  that have not been resolved.
But I do believe we have done about as
thorough a job on.this treaty, in all
the committees and on both sides of
the aisle, as can be done on a treaty.
That does not mean that we can an-
ticipate every problem. Maybe some-
hing will come up later, but I think
e have done a very thorough job.

FONAL DEFENSE
HORIZATION ACT

(In accordance with the unanimous-
consent agreement subsequently en-
tered, the following colloquy appears
in the RECORD as if in legislative ses-
sion:)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, while the
minority leader is here and we have
the Senator from New York, the Sena-
tor from Virginia, and the majority
leader, I would like to talk about
logjam No. 2, and that is the defense
bill,

I hope I can get the attention of my
friend from New York, because the
Senator from Virginia and I have met
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informally with the leadership of the
House Armed Services Committee,
Congressman AspPIN and Congressman
DickiNsoN, and 1 hope to get started
on the conference this week.

The reason that is important is we
really do not have much time left in
this session. If we do not get started
on the defense bill conference this
week, then next week is not going to

be able to be utilized by the staff

working on a number of—we have over
400 language differences on that bill,
Even if all those can be worked out in
20 minutes or 30 minutes—and they
cannot—we have a huge conference.
We are talking about a national securi-
ty bill that affects every part of our
defense.

So while I think the INF Treaty is
the top priority, I hope we can resolve
the D’Amato amendment, which clear-
1y a majority of this body are in favor
of, but I hope we can resolve it on an-
other bill. -

The reason I say that to my friend
from New York—Ilet me just walk him
through what is going to happen if we
pass the D’Amato amendment on this
bill. ‘Assuming it did get by cloture,
and assuming that the 30 hours are
used, we are talking about wading
through this week, we are talking
about 1 week of recess, where we will
not be able to handle any of the de-
fense conference, we are talking about,
if the Senator from New York is suc-
cessful, at least a week on the capital
punishment issue here.on the floor of
the Senate. Then we are talking about
going to conference sometime about
the middle or the end of June, even if
it passes, even if cloture is invoked.

Now what happens then? What hap-
pens then, the House Judiciary Com-
mittee becomes special conferees.
They are going to be conferees only on
the capital punishment provision. And
what do they do? They come in and
politely meet one time and then they
basically say, “We will get back with
you.”,

Now, they have no take in the de-
fense bill at all. I am not criticizing
the House Judiciary Committee, but
they really do not have a stake as to
when the defense bill passes. So it
does not matter to them whether it

passes at all or in September or Octo--

ber. .

We have been through this before.
We have had a death penalty on our
bill before and we made absolutely no
progress in conference. Nothing is
going to be able to be passed out of
the conference. The only way you are

going to get a death penalty passed-

through the House and the Senate is
for both bodies to vote on it. The
House is going to have to vote on it.

If I could get the attention of the
Senator from New York, let me give
him something in the way of an alter-
native. First of all, there has already
been an indication from those oppos-
ing the death penalty on this side for
kingpin drug dealers—and I am not
one of those who have been opposing
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it, and I have voted with the Senator
and will continue to do so—they have
already said they will give him a time
to bring up the matter on a separate
bill.

Now, what is wrong with that? I do
not know of anything wrong with it,
because it can be passed, cloture will
have to be invoked, it will go to confer-
ence then you will be in conference be-
tween the two Judiciary Committees,
which is where it will have to be re-
solved in the final analysis. the Armed
Services Committee of the Senate and
the House cannot and will never be
able to resolve the death penalty in
our conference. The House Judiciary
Committee will not approve it and I do
not think our Judiciary Committee
would.

So what is the alternative? Another
alternative, we know we are going to
have a major drug bill. We know that
the President has a group working on
it, the House has a group working on
it, and the Senate has a group working
on it. We know we are going to have a
drug bill. Now, when this drug bill
comes up—and it is going to have, if
anything, more priority and more po-
litical momentum than the defense
bill-the House is going to have a
chance to vote on the death penalty.
They will be voting on the major drug
bill that comes before the House.

Mr. D'AMATO. Will the Senator
yield just in response to that?

Mr. NUNN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I can

‘see exactly the same thing  taking

place again, because I saw. it take place
as it related to the drug bill 2 years
ago. This body dropped it. I think we

did the responsible thing, because we
had a good bill that provided for edu-
cation, that provided for more law en-
forcement services. The argument was
put forth, and I think successfully so:
Why would we want to impede this
legislation that was so necessary and
get it hung up over the death penalty
bill? All of us, including this Senator
and those who are in favor of the
death penalty, yielded tc what I think
was a very rational and persuasive ar-
gument.

Let me suggest, though, that is going
to be, and has been, the very same
time-honered fashion by which the op-
ponents, or the minority, have thwart-
ed the will of -the majority and the
beople of this country, as well as this
body, by saying “We will filibuster,”
and we continually give in.

" It just seems to me that that will ab-
solutely be the fate of any attempt to
use the drug bill as a vehicle by which
to bring forth the death penalty. The
same argument, same fate, and that is
what I am concerned about.

However, I will respond to some of
the other initiatives the Senator has
suggested if he wishes, because I think
he has only yielded for the purpose of
my responding to him and I do not
wish to go further.
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Senator from New York and yet'I am
on his side. I think the Senator from
New York m his zest and zeal is losing

. a perspective, that I think we. 2ll have

on this particular measure. I will do
anything I can to move forward the
-defense autheriziion bill.' I simply

feel that the Senabor from New York
is being unfair to maqny of us whe sup-
port his message. -

Now, it is not that &e are going to
let the sharks get away\It is not that
we are for dealing with Noriega or any
other person who has bden indicted
for drug violations. Simply ¢ated, it is
a situation witere we have muaved very
aggressively and have got the Xqilitary
now on board, and 1 am - surd

the conference Wlth the House of Rzm
resentatives.’

I think the Senater from New York
is being unfair to many of us who sup-
port his pesition by indicating and
throwing chalfeniges at us when we are
on his side. T certainly do not expect
those people who do not sgree with
the death penalty for morzf convic-
tions that they have—and I respect
other people’s points of view. respect.
other people’s religion. F respect other

peoplie’s hesitation about the death .

penzlty. I de not happen to share that.
But I think these who are opposed to
the amendment en whichh we have
joined the Senator have. a right alse to
exercise their privileges, their preroga-
tives and the rules of the Senate. We
are simply sayirg to the Senator from

New York, can we not appeal to .

reasen. I think it is very unfair for the
Senator from New York to irrdicate, di-
rectly or indirectly or slyly, that if we
cannot get this worked out over here,
we will let some drug dealers or drug
murderers go. The opposate is the
truth. -

I would simply say to the Senator
from New York that we have placed
info effeet the might of the military to
interdict drugs, to stop the dmg ped-
diers. I think what he is saying is that
if we do not also sgree to burn them,
then we are not sincere in our comnvic-
tioms. -

Mr. D’AMATO Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. EXON. I will yield in just a
moment.

Mr. D’AMATO. May I a&& the Chair
whose time it is¥

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has the time.

Mr. D’AMATO. L am going to take -

my own time. I listened to the Sena-
tor, I think, quite politely. 1 did not
make any inferences like that. I think
the Senator has gone well beyond the
bounds of propriety. Let me suggest to
the Semater that I have not delayed
this bedy. from its actions. Let me also
suggest to the Senator, rather than
come down here and berate me as he
has, that he might take it upon him:
self to speak to his colleagues, because
I am not the person who is holding
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this up And, third, I did not challenge
the Senator or anybedy from the
Armed Services Committee to under-
take the action of proper use of the
military. ¥ the Senator heard me, I
said it was the President as Command-
er in Chief who would use that right.

_now.

As to this business about the death
penalty and burning, et csterz, the
fact is nobody says anything about -
burning. I said that as it relates to a
national policy when we are talking
about drugs, how can the administra-
tion be doing thiat on the one hand as
it relates to the small time, petty
dealer, and as it relates to Noriega, the
bJ.g flsh we let him swim away. I do
not think there is anything inconsist-
ent with what I have said. The fact is I
suggest. maybe the Senator speak to
some of the colleagues who are hold-
ing this up. I am ready to set this aside
1or a thme certaim, for an agreement.
on my amendment but Wlthout there

er and others who seek
ity would attempt to.
\If it cannot be ae-
cepted, then I wouN like to know why.
I think the people\whe reject it have
a duty to come to\the floor and
ermpied to work out

rea‘son; b certainly will talk to th %
this side with regard to - a limibed
number of amendments that they
could offer onr the freestanding bill\
From that standpomﬁ the Senator
from New York is probably right in
maintaining the position that he has.

I simply say once again that wheth-
er we can get that agreement or not, 1
say to my celleague from New York, I
think the Senate cannot be held hos-
tage either by those who want the
death penalty on the drug bill or those
who are’ against the penalty of the
drug bill. In fact, I am not certain that
the matter of the death penalty, as
much as I am for it, is particularly ger-
mane to the defense authorizatmn bill,
I suspect. probably it is not.. - ]

‘I simply say to my friend from New
York that what I am trying to do is
appeal to him as I have gappezled to

those on this side and some on his

side, ¥ might add, who do not agree
with: our position on the death penal-
ty. I am trying to give all sides fair
consideration. I take it that if we could

work’ out semething with a vote cer- -
-tain, with limited amendments, that

the Senator would not press forward,
as.he indicated this morning, with any
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kind of a bmdmg commitment from
the House of Representatives; is that

correct?

Mr. DPAMATO. Let me say this: I
am open to continued discussion as it
relates to the freestanding amendment -
without there being any commitment
from the House of Representatives. I_

am willing also te talk about it as it re-

lates to wtilizatioh en the drug bill
The leader and the minority leader
can come together and there are at- -
tempts to come together, but again
failing such an agreement, we will be
back here in the same pesition, we will
have the same setting—F was going to
say “cast” of something, but that
would be inappropriate. But we will
have the same cast. Once again, they
will say, “You are holding up this im-
portant consideratiorn, education
money, rehabilifation money, .the
kinds of programs we need. Don't you
stand in the way.” And we will take it
down,

So if there is 3 way to work on using
the death penalty or putting it on an
appropriate velricle and agreeing that

it will riot be used as the vehicle to

hold other things hostage, some time
agreement, I any certainly amenable to
taking that into consideration. I think
I can bring that back to conference
and to about 20-plus other Senators.
who support me, who said do not take
this down. We are tired of having this
situation go on. T think on that basis I.
may get them to go along with this. I
will certainly attempt to do that.

Now we have discussed another vehi-
cle, the drug bill that might come
forth, and maybe we can get those
who have held this legislation hostage
to allow there to be the kind of consid-
eration that I think that the Amerwa.n
people are entitled to..

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair., -

The “PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska..

Mr. EXON. I would advise my friend

\from New York that I hepe be will

agree with-me that regardless of who
m\g,akma the hostages. The defense an-
thorization bill is indeed being held
hostage by matters that do not direct-
1y relate to the national security inter-

way . .to a better under-
e do not -have a whole
series of more wgtes, including the pos-
sible tabling dment by the Sena-
tor from New Yo that may require
some of us to choose because we feel
very importantly abgut the national
security interests of ehe United States
just as we think the ‘drug matter is
very important. Sometimes we have to
choose between the two. I think we
are heading for an impasse that I will
do everything that I can to break.

Mr. D’AMATO. I thank thie Senator.

‘"Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of 4 quortm.

Mr. HELMS/ addressed the Chair.

standing so
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. I believe the Senator
was recognized first. I ask him to with-
hold.

Mr. EXON. I withhold. I did not re-
alize that my colleague was seeking
recognition.

¢

JEXECUTIVE SESSION-—-TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA AND THE -UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB-
LICS ON THE ELIMINATION OF
THEIR INTERMEDIATE-RANGE
AND SHORTER-RANGE MIS-
SILES (THE INF TREATY)

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the treaty. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have
been widely advertised around the
country for the last little while as fili-
bustering the treaty. Until I sought
recognition just now I had spoken ex-
actly nine words on the floor this
morning, and I have been here since
just a few minutés after 10 o’clock.

The nine words were, “Mr. President, I.

suggest the absence of a quorum.”

The situation as it pertains to the
treaty also pertains to the Senator
from New York. The amendment of
the Senator from New York has al-
ready been addressed by this Senate.
Sixty-eight Senators rejected a motion
to table. So obviously the Senator
from New York is not holding up the
Senate, nor are those few of us who
have dared to question the perfection
of the State Department and its nego-
tiators with respect to the INF.

A week ago today at 2:35 p.m. the
Senate began consideration of this
treaty. There has been a lockstep
motion in the Senate to reject all
amendments, no matter how related
they are, nor how important they are,
All amendments have been rejected
because the State Department came to

_the Foreign Relations Committee and
said there must be no amendments to
this treaty—none because the Soviets
will not like it. Well, I happen to be
one of those Senators who does not
care much whether the Soviets like it
or not. I think the treaty ought to be
perfected by the U.S. Senate under
the authority and responsibility be-
stowed upon the Senate by the Consti-
tution of the United States.

Within an hour after the treaty
became the pending business in the
Senate last Tuesday at 2:35, there
were Senators on the other side who
were beginning to use the word ‘“fili-
buster,” talking about filibustering.
Well, I scribbled down a few notes
about what is the normal process for
treaties, controversial treaties. The
Neutrality Treaty took 22 legislative
days, Mr. President; 20 in consider-
ation of the treaty text itself and 2
days on the resolution of ratification.
On the Panama Canal Treaties, -and
there were two of them, it took 38 leg-

islative days, 36 devoted to the consid-
eration of the treaty text, and 2 to the
resolution of ratification. -

I might add that the Panama Canal
Treaty consideration spanned a period
of 70 days, as I recall. This Senator is
convinced that even with that consid-
eration, a serious mistake was made
for which we are paying now in Cen-
tral America. Those treaties were the
key that unlocked the door to the So-
viets moving into Nicaragua, using its
surrogate, Fidel Castro, in Cuba..

So the predictions that we heard on
this floor day after day over that 70-
day period, including 36 days for con-
sideration of the treaty and 2 days for
the resolution of ratification, the pre-
dictions that this would really solve
our problems in Central America have
not quite proved to be accurate. Simi-
larly, nor will the assurances given by
the Secretary of State, our negotia-
tors, and others in the administration
that everything is going to be hunky-
dory with the Soviet Union, we are
going to be able to verify, therefore we
should trust. That is what this debate
is all about. .

The distinguished managers. of the

bill—and I respect them; I know the

job they have assigned for them-
selves—have even rejected amend-
ments correcting known errors, ac-
knowledged by the U.S. State Depart-
ment, because we do not want to
amend the treaty. Let us do it on the
resolution of ratification. We do not
want to do anything that has to go
back to Mr. Gorbachev.

We should say “Look here, old
buddy. You fouled up. We fouled up.
Both sides fouled up on this treaty.”

I am pained to understand just why
it is that this administration—and it is
my administration—has become such a
bunch of nervous Nellies about going

to Gorbachev and working out these.

defects in this treaty. If he is the nice
man that the media is portraying him
as being; if he wants peace; if he wants
arms reduction, I would think that he
would whip out his pen and say: “Let’s
get this straight. You’re right about
that.” :

No, we will not even examine the
question of the covert SS-20’s, which
the vast majority of our intelligence
community says that the Soviets have.
We might offend Mr. Gorbachev.

I say again, I do not care whether we
offend him or not. Let us get it right
the first time, before this Senate at-

" taches its approval to the ratification

of the treaty.

I am hearing a little too much of my
own patience,

suggestions that we
ought to do this for the Gipper.
However, situations like this have

come up before. I think Teddy Roose- °

velt understood it. I ran across a little
statement by Teddy Roosevelt about
this very subject.

Before I read this, I will say that I
was the first sitting Senator in the
year 1973 to make a commitment to
Ronald Reagan, to support his candi-
dacy if he should run for President.

- amendments.”
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He did run for President in 1976, and I
supported him; and I supported him in
1980; and I supported him in 1984.

So I think it is irrelevant for some
Senators who were not supporting him
during all of those years to say, “Oh,
we've got to support the President.”

I like Ronald Reagan. He is a fine
man. I do not agree with him all the
time; he does not agree with me all the
time. I presume that he and I would
agree that neither of us should be a
“yes” man. Certainly, I will never be. I
think he is wrong about this treaty. I
think he has been mislead; I think he-
has been misguided.

My conscience will not allow me not
to pursue the obvious defects in this
treaty, because I think I owe it to,
among others, three children in Ra-
leigh, NC, and six grandchildren. If I
pursue it and lose, it will not be the
first time. I am simply saying that it is
a matter of conscience.

I find it interesting—and I have
seached diligently among the major
media of this country—that not one of
them has identified and explained the
amendments which have been defeat-
ed in connection with this treaty. I
wonder if it is because they fear that
the American people will understand
what is going on. There has not been
an amendment offered yet that should.
not have been approved by a Senate
that was genuinely interested in pro-
tecting the interests of this country.

The comment is always “killer
Well, it is a killer
amendment in the sense that the
State Department dces not want to go
and say, “Mr. Gorbachev, this treaty
has got to be changed a little bit.” Or,
“Mr. Gorbachev, you got to ’fess up to
how many SS-20’s you really have.”

I mentioned Teddy Roosevelt. Let
me read what he said about patriot-
ism. I do not say that it is applicable
to me. I would hope that it is. He said:

Patriotism means to stand by the country.
It does not mean to stand by the President
or any other public official, save exactly to
the degree in which, he, himself, stands by
the country. It is patriotic to support him
insofar as he efficiently serves the country.
It is unpatriotic not to oppose him to the
exact extent that, by inefficiency or other-
wise, he fails in his duty to stand by the
country. In either event, it is unpatriotic not
to tell the truth, whether about the Presi-
dent or anyone else, save in the rare cases
where this would make known to the enemy
information of military value which would
otherwise be unknown.

That is a pretty good doctrine, and I
think all of us who support this Presi-
dent or any future President ought to
be guided by that. To the best of my
ability, I am going to abide by that.

So much for the killer amendments.
So much for the filibustering. So
much for the overwhelming defeat of
a Symms or Humphrey or Wallop or
Helms amendment. I will stand on the
record of what I have said and done in
opposition to this treaty.

I said the same things 10 years ago,
when we had that unwise and danger-

Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R000100030009-5




" Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R000100030009-5

May 24, 1988 )

ous Panama Canal giveaway treaty-——
the two of them—before the Senate.
We were shouted down and voted
down, which was all right. But we did
not have all of the declarations of
pious protests beginning an hour after
the Panama Canal treaties came
before the Senate as was the case with
the INF treaty.

We are in our 6th day, if you want to
count this day, because the treaty
began to be under consideration less
than 20 minutes ago on this day of
May 1988, the 6th day.

I have an amendment' which I am
not going to call up because I do not
‘want to risk its being tabled before we
discuss it thoroughly. So I will read it
myself and then I will offer-it, and we
will see about it.

Before I read the proposéd amend-
ment, let me go back to the first day
of the ceremonious signing of this
treaty last December right here in
Wa.shmgton, DC.

Do you'remember, Mr. President the
declaration was made by the Presi-

dent, the Vice President, the Secretary .

of State, and I do not know how many
Senators on this floor, that x number
of warheads would be destroyed. It
was said over and over again. And the
major media picked it up and they said
warheads would be destroyed.

And then one or two of us began to
say, ‘“whoa, here. No warhead will be
destroyed.” And the debate continued.

I remember in one of the Presiden-
tial debates, Pete duPont - declared
that no warhead would be destroyed,
and I remember saying hooray for
Gov. duPont; at least he knows some-
thing about this treaty.

But there were people in that debate
running for nomination for President
who said they would be destroyed.

We all know that no warhead will be
destroyed none, not one. Oh, they
give excuses as to why they will not,
but that is the backup position, do you
not see?

But the fact is that the American

beople were led to believe at the

outset that all these warheads would
be destroyed and what a great and
wonderful thing that would be.

So, the amendment that I shall pro-
pose after a while reads:

In Article V of the proposed Treaty insert
before the period the following:

; Provided, further, That each Party shall
in conjunctlon with elimination of its inter-
mediate-range and shorter-range missiles
also eliminate the nuclear warhead devices
and their associated guidance elements on
such systems and shall not have such war-
head devices and associated guidance ele-
ments thereafter except that each Party
may extract the fissionable material in such
warhead devices prior to their elimination.
The elimination of warhead devices and
their associated guidance elements which is
required by this Article shall be accom-
plished in accordance with procedures and
schedules set forth in the Protocols to the
Treaty”.

That is the amendment.
Why am 1 offering it? -For one
reason it is straightforward. It amends
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the treaty to reflect what so many in
this Senate, so many in the adminis-
tration declared and what so many of
the American people still believe to be
the case. They declared it, so let us
make them do it. Of course, it is a mis-
conception, as I have said earlier, that
the INF Treaty in face destroys nucle-
ar warheads. Among the first miscon-
ceptions about this treaty which the
Foreign Relations Committee ad-
dressed were those provisions dealing
with this subject.

Unfortunately, a number of state-
ments had been made by the adminis-
tration officials, statements that were
patently erroneous but which made
the treaty appear to be a wonderful
proposmlon, a better proposmon than
in fact it was.

And as I said earlier, the media com-
pounded this misconception by repeat-
edly parroting the erroneous state-
ments by the administration spokes-
man.

This amendment will bring the
treaty into line with how it had been
originally sold by the State Depart-
ment. As I have noted, it was the ad-
ministration which initially gave the
impression to many Senators and
many millions of Americans that this
treaty reduces nuclear weapons. It
does not.

I remember the dlstmgmshed Secre-
tary of State back in November, the
final days of the negotiation, before
that ggeat happy event here in Wash-
ington, Mr. Shultz said:

¢ * * This treaty, which is now basically
complete, will for the first time, by agree-
ment, result in major reductions of nuclear
arms.

It is an important first step. The Soviet
side will eliminate about 1,500 deployed INF
warheads. The U.S. side will eliminate about
350. The numbers of warheads is asymmet-
rical because the deployments have been
asymmetrical.

That was on November 24 of last
year. If anybody wants to check it, it
was reported in State Department
press release No. 223.

Two months later, on the opening
day of the committee’s hearings Secre-
tary Shultz repeated that assertion
when he stated, “The treaty reduces
nuclear weapons rather than setting
guidelines for their future growth.”
The President and Vice President
made similarly exaggerated state-
ments as did a number of Senators in
their statements on the Senate floor
in December following the signing of
the treaty. .

The truth is that not one nuclear
weapon—not a single nuclear war-
head—will be destroyed under the
terms of this treaty. Indeed, the treaty
very specifically exempts nuclear war-
heads and the associated guidance sys-
tems from destruction—on both sides,
ours and theirs. The protocol on elimi-
nation outlines the procedures for de-
struction of missiles and related equip-
ment. Paragraph 3 of section II of
that protocol states: “Prior to a mis-
sile’s arrival at the elimination facility,
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its nuclear warhead device and guid- -
ance elements may be removed.”

To put it in simple laymen’s terms, it
is the nuclear warhead that is the real
nuclear weapon. Everybody knows
that. It is the nuclear warhead that
explodes and causes massive destruc-
tion and death. Yet nuclear warheads
are not reduced at all by this treaty.
Instead, this treaty calls for only a cer-
tain ‘“delivery vehicles” and related
equipment to be eliminated. In the art
form in this treaty language “elimina-
tion” means “destroyed.”

Where is any meaningful reduction
in armament levels, as stipulated by
the President’s arms control objec-
tives? It is absent, zilch. Indeed, not
only is there no meaningful reduction,
there is no reduction at.all.

So, the obvious question arises: What
are the Soviets going to do with their
nuclear warheads, which are preserved
by this treaty?

Is it possible that they will just
simply take these nuclear warhead de-
vices off the missiles to be destroyed
and rebolt them on the new missiles
that they have been developing and
testing and now producing, the SS-25,
that is not covered by this treaty?

I said over and over again on this
floor that this treaty provides that we
shall remove all of our Pershing II
missiles from Europe and the Soviets
are going to remove—650, SS-20's as I
recall. But the Soviets are ciumning.
They have snookered us again, be-
cause omitted from this treaty is the

- 88-25, the new all-purpose missile. So

what is going to happen, there will be
no Pershing II's in Europe to deter
that massive conventional Soviet mili-
tary force—none. There will be no Per-
shing II's. And it is-the Pershing II
which has frightened the Soviets all
along. They did not want that deter-
rent there in the first place and they
have been struggling to get it out ever
since. And they are finally going to do
it with this treaty.

Meanwhile, as I say, the Soviets de-
veloped the SS-25 and they have got
some other things in the works as well.
But the SS-25 can either be a long-
range missile hitting the United States
of America, for example, or it can be -
an intermediate range missile aimed at
Europe. So the Soviets have theirs and
we will have none.

But on February 1, the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, Mr. LuGag, in-
quired of Defense Secretary Carlucci:
“What do we anticipate the Soviet
Union will do with their nuclear explo-
sive devices?” meaning warheads.

As part of his response, Secretary
Carlucci stated in response to Senator
LUGAR:

The Soviets would probably try to recycle
their fissionable material for use on some of
their other systems. This could not be done,
in our judgment, without some redesign and
some testing.

That first sentence is the under-
statement of the year. Of course, that
is precisely what they are going to do.
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That was the response given by Frank
Carlucci on February 1. However, i
the edited transcript of Secretary Car:
lucci’s comments, the second sen-
tence—which was supposed to relieve
Senator’s  concerns—was  deleted.
While some treaty proponents tried to
minimize the possibility that Soviets

~ might rebolt theéir warheads onto

other nuclear missiles such as the SS-
25—which I say again can also hit the
United States as well as being used for
intermediate and short-range pur-
poses—additional testimony made it
quite clear that this is precisely what
the Soviets could do, can do, and jolly
well may be expected to do.

A panel of former Secretaries of De-

fense was questioned about this same .

issue on February 2. The question was
asked, “How do you answer critics who
would argue that even though the
Soviet nuclear warhead designs might
not be superior to our own, they could
be readily adapted to other weapon
systems not covered by the treaty;
that, having moved one off an SS-20,
you could shift it over to an SS-25 and
bolt it right on?”’

Former Defense Secretary James R.
Schlesinger responded:

Well, I think the answer to that is they
could. But in the case of the United States,
whenever we have a new missile system,
what we do is to optimize the warhead, to
take advantage of the peculiarities of that
missile system to provide maximum yield,
given the weights.

The Soviets presumably would want to op-
timize as well. If they do not want to opti-
mize, if they are prepared to accept a.non-
optimal warhead, indeed, they can simply
bolt these weapons on an alternative * * *

Mr. President, I have a bit more to
say on this subject, but, as an accom-
modation to my friend from Ohio [Mr.
MeTzENBAUM], and my equally good
friend from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN-
BERGER], I am going to yield the floor
with the understanding that, when we
resume after the policy conferences
today, I may have the floor. I do not
necessarily insist on having it at the
moment we do reconvene.

But, in any case, my unanimous con-
sent would be that no interruption be
shown in the RECORD in my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
there objéction? ,

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I understand you
wish the floor after the conference, is
that correct.

Mr. HELMS. Well, if the Senator
has something -else he wants to do,
this would be fine. Namely, I would
prefer not to have an interruption to
show in the RECORD in the remarks I
am making.

Mr. PELL. That can be accom-
plished. But without the leadership
clearing the unanimous-consent re-
quest relating to the procedure after
the conferences, I could not do so.

Mr. HELMS. Of course, that would
be assumed, of course. That will be no
problem. '

Is
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The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is
there objection to the Senator’s re-
quest? Hearing none, it is so ordered.

—*"—-
DESIGNATING . 16TH . STREET
NW., IN FRONT OF THE POLISH

EMBASSY AS. “SOLIDARITY
CORNER” '

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the

ENBAUM. Mr. President,
qous consent that I be per-

legislative session.
The PRESIDI
out objection, it is
Mr. METZENBA

OFFICER. With-
Q ordered.

‘WILSON, Senator MIKULSKI,
RoTH, Senator BOSCHWITZ, Se
MoynNIHAN, Senator “SIiMON, Se¥
D’AmaTO, Senator RIEGLE,
CHAFEE, and Senator HELMS.

Mr. President, may I add the name3
of Senator PeLL and Senator KERRY as
cosponsors to the legislation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator add my
name?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to add the
name of Senator BYRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so-ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant leglslative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2426) to designate 16th Street,
Northwest, in front of the Polish Embassy
as “Solidarity Corner.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the bill will be consid-
ered as having been read the second
time at length, and the Senate will
proceed to its immediate consider-
ation.

The Senate proceeded to consider
the bill.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
this spring we witnessed an example of
the Polish Government’s indifference
to genuine human suffering. The Jar-
uzelski regime turned against its own
workers with callous disregard for
their basic needs.

News reports from Poland have
grown increasingly ominous in recent
weeks.

Government paramxlita.ry forces vio-
lently evicted striking workers from a
plant in Nova Huta.

The Lenin Shipyards in Gdansk
were sealed off by troops in an at-
tempt to starve workers into submis-
sion.

The police used lethal force and
beatings as standard. tactlcs against
peaceful demonstrators
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These harsh measures were in re-
sponse to Solidarity’s two, simple de-
mands: recognition of the Solidarity
Labor Union as a legitimate represent-
ative of Poland’s workers, and wage in-
creases to offset Pola.nd's severe price
hikes. .

The Polish Govemment attempted
to offer an apology for its use of force.

Mr. President, apologies - have a
hollow ring when contradicted by
day-to-day actions.’

Strikers in the Gdansk shipyards
were forced to give up their struggle
because of the Government’s quaran-
tine tactics at the yard, and its intran-
sigence at the negotiating table. After

resisting the Government’s intimida-

tion for 9 days, 500 core Solidarity ac-
tivists resolutely marched through the
shipyard gates.

With their heads held high in defi-
ance, those men signaled not an end,
but a renewal. This core group was de-
cidedly younger than the strikers of
years past. It was a symbol of things
to come—one that the Government
would do well to heed.

Although the strike has ended, the
Polish people still deserve the dignity
and respect for which they have so
courageously fought. ‘

A simple step by the Government
Would back up those words of apol-

Vi President, today I, and a number
colleagues, are introducing a
e to require that the street in

This bill \has been endorsed by the
Polish-Amerigan Congress. I ask unan-
imous consent\that a letter from the
congress’ president be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no dpjection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows: 3

PoLisH AMERICAN CONGRESS, Inc., '
Chicago, ID, May 17, 1988.
Hon. HOwWARD METZENBAUM, )
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC. -

DEAR SENATOR: We wish to angratulate
you on your initiative to introd legisla-
tion designating 16th Street Northwest, in
front of .the Polish Emba.ssy as “Sdlidarity
Corner”.

This would be a constant reminder
citizens that the people of Poland coyra-
geously continue, in & non violent manner,
to strive for equal rights and recognmon
without intimidation or threat of inca.rcer-\
ation. X

“Solidarity Corner” would be proof that
“Solidarnosc” exists and that constructive

-dialogue with the Polish Government may

serve everyones objective' better than con-
tinued ostracism.

This measure is a clear indication of sup-
port from all freedom loving people and re-
flects the great courage of the Pollsh people
in these trying times.

Sincerely, . -
_ALoYsIus A. MAZEWSKI.
President.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
the word “Solidarity’” has taken on a
special meaning in the free world. The
white and red Solidarity banner has
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become a symbol of free speech and
fairness not only for Poles, but for
people everywhere. The banner hangs
at entrances to Polish shipyards, fac-
tories, arid foundries—and at the front
doors of ckowded, hungry homes. .

The let

Mr. President)\in August 1980, a soft-
spoken electricidqn at the Lenin ship-
ame the voice of a

Qlidarity” spread
to towns and cities thryughout Poland.
The speed at which\the Solidarity
labor movement grew ‘was matched
only by the speed with which the Jar-
uzelski regime crushed it. In December
1982, little more than a yeay after the
spirit of hope was kindleY,
abruptly extinguished by markial law.
Since then labor unions haye been
outlawed, while Solidarity leaddr Lech
Walensa and other organizers\ have
been intimidated and often jailed)
. The Polish Government has i

reform measures, all with a sindle
common denominator—the nationa
checkbook is always balanced on the
backs of those least able to afford it.
The Polish Government may give
the appearance of listening, but clear-
ly it does not hear the voices of its
workers.
Mr. President, the United States has
expressed its concern, its shock, and
- its hope for reconciliation. We must
continue to speak out against repres-
sion in Poland, and continue to sup-
- port its brave people. .
By changing the name of 16th

Street in front of the Polish Embassy .

to “Solidarity Corner,” we give Poland
a daily reminder about our Nation’s
stand on workers’ rights. In a land
" that claims to be a Socialist workers’
paradise, the workers . themselves
should be allowed some say in their
own destinies.

Particularly in light of the brutal
tactics that the Government has used,
it is important for our country to take
an active stand in support of Solidari-

ty. By passing this mesasure, Congress

can show its united support for the
people of Poland. -

I urge my colleagues to join me in
establishing this permanent human
rights reminder for the Government
of Poland. :

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have respect for my colleague
and the importance of time in dealing
with the treaty issues before us. I will
be brief.

Mr. President, I am pleased to rise
today as an original sponsor of this bill
designating the southern intersection
of 16th and Fuller Streets in front of

Washington,
Corner.”” o

Naming “Solidarity Corner” would
send a very important signal from the

DC, as “Solidarity

United States to the Government and

people of Poland: We will not turn our
eyes from the reality of repression in
that country. .

We will not forget the grave struggle
of Solidarity to bring greater freedom
to all Poles. :

This is a very important message. It
is important because the aspirations of
Solidarity are the aspirations we
share: Economic and political freedom.

It is important because Solidarity is
engaged in a struggle for the soul of
Poland. And it is important because we
cannot shut out eyes to the reality of
life in Poland; The economic crisis, the
political repression, and the social
stalemate.

I need not remind my colleagues of
the recent events in Poland. More
than 2 weeks of turmoil—including the
use of force to end-a strike at the
Nowa Huta Steel Mill—recently ended.

But the end of strikes does not mean
the underlying social crisis in Poland
is over. -

Poland’s agony will continue as long
as legitimate desires for a greater voice
in political and economic affairs are ig-
nored by the Jaruzelski regime.

And there is no more real expression
ok the Polish desire for glasnost and
pedestroika than through Solidarity.

AS the independent labor union that

Embassy. Last yejr, we redesignated
the areas next to t i

as “Sakharov Plaza)’ In that action,
we took a stand affirkning that Andrei
Sakharov’s struggle was our struggle.

This bill affirms that Solidarity’s .

struggle is-also our struggle. As a Sen-
ator, and as a Polish-American, I am
proud to make that affi ation.

I. commend the Senator\from Ohio
for his authorship of »this\lggislation
and I look forward to its rapid enact-
ment. ’

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFIC R. The
bill is before the Senate and épen to
amendment. If there .be no amend-
ment to be proposed, the question is
on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill. '

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third

time, and passed, as follows:

S. 2426

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That (a)
the portion of 16th Street, Northwest, in
the District of Columbia between the em-
bassy of Poland and Fuller Street shall be
known as “Solidarity Corner” for all official
purposes. The Department of State, out of
existing funds, shall construct two signs
which contain the words *“Solidarity
Corner”. These signs shall be made avail-
able to the District of Columbia to be placed
immediately above existing street signs on
the southern corners of the intersection at
16th and Fuller Streets, Northwest. The
signs should be similar to signs used by the
District to designate the location of Metro
stations. ’

(b) A sign shall be constructed by the
State Department, also out of existing
funds, and provided to the District of Co-
lumbia to be placed directly in front of 2640
16th Street, Northwest designating the
actual location of “Solidarity Corner”.

(¢) The Department of State shall provide
the“signs required by subsections (a) and (b)
to the District of Columbia no later than
thirty days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. DURENBERGER. I move to lay
that motion ‘on the table. ‘

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I thank the Members.of the body for
their consideration, and I particularly
thank the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, the ranking Re-
publican member, the Senator from
North Carolina who was good enough
to yield the floor, and the leadership
of the Senate to make it possible for
us to proceed at this time.

EXECUTIVE SESSION—-TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA AND THE UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB-
LICS ON THE ELIMINATION OF
THEIR INTERMEDIATE-RANGE
AND SHORTER RANGE MIS-

. SILES (THE INF TREATY)

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the treaty.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

- Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, is the
Senate now in executive session?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2 p.m.

There being no objection, the
Senate, at 12:44 p.m., recessed until 2
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
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ceedings under the .call for the
‘quorum be dispensed-with.

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER. With-
-out:objection, it is so:ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. "Mr. President,
what is'the pending’business?

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER.. The
‘treaty is the order of business.

Mr. HOLLINGS. In all fairness, Mr.
President, ‘is there .an .amendment
Jpending?

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER. There
is no amendment pending. -

Mr. HOLLINGS. ¥Ir. President, let
me address my remarks generally, be-
cause I will have, as my tcolleagues
know, a reservation to ‘the .resolution
of ratification. That reservation is
care‘fully conceived, Mr, President,.and
it is one that 1 wffer with :some trepi-
dation. It.is guite asituation when, in
all candor, you:3hmost hzve to wirtual-
ly apologize in order to present an
amendment to thisparticular treatyor
to the resolution of ratification. The
reason ‘my amendment will be at-
tached to the resdlution of ratificstion
rather to the treaty its€lf is:quite obvi-
ous, and that “is, .of «course, ‘because it
would not reqtiire the renegotintion of
the treaty should it be a.dopted by the
Senate.

But what ‘has happened is that we
have backed .ourselves into:a situation
whereby every and any amendment,
Mr. ‘President, on the :floor df the
Senate is considered to be a Kkiller
amendment. That is an unfortunate

. situation. I think the distingunished
Senator from Indiana, for example,
-and the other Senators who have been
presenting the debate have performed
a very valuable task for all of us. I
have not wanted to get associated with
killer amendments. I have looked at
all ithe proposed amendments judi-
ciously. I voted for some; I voted to
table -others. But that is not to say
‘that ‘we have been experiencing a gen-
-eral filibuster. ‘On the-contrary, there
has been an attempt to get the atten-
tion of the -Senate, which has been
next to impossible to 'do in this par-
ticular situation.

Mr. President, I am not at this time
‘going to'present my reservation on the
resolution of ratification because we
are not considering it+at this particular
time. Yesterday, ' however our most dis-
tinguished -colleague Irom Oregon
gave us his lecture on the Soviet
Union and its .historical development.
I would like to make several.observa-
tions on that lecture. I have great re-
spect for Senator Packwoop. He made
a very illuminating, enlightening, and
interesting presentation with respect
to Gorbachev’s policies.of glasnost and
perestroika. I followed the .Senator’s
lecture in detail, much of which I
agree with, especially his -comments
with regard to commerce.

It was this Senator from South
Carolina who was obliged to oppose
the senior Senator from North Caroli-
na on the confirmation of the Honeora-
ble William Verity as the Secretary of
Commerce. At that time, the senior
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Senator from North Carolina had:mis-
givings about Mr. Verity's association
with the Trade Mission in Moscow. He
thought that perhaps with Mr. Verity
becoming the Secretary :of Commerce
we would find ourselves on a slippery
slope, getting to00 :close L0 the Sowviets.
Well, I agree with my colleagree, .Sena-
tor Packwoop, that if we, catmadt get
along militarily or politically, then on
what basis:can these two superpowers
survive? I think the best hopeiisin the
arena of commerce, :@amd that is of
course exactly what we hamwve besn
doing. We hmve been trying to Toster
commerce with the.Soviets.
Incidentally, Secretary Yerity has
recently returned from :his visit with
the Soviet leaders in ‘the Kremlin,

along with ssome 500 :American 'busi-’

ness leaders, ®imed =t encouraging
commerce with the Souiats.

Senator PAckwoobp traced the swolu-
tion of .commerce, arts, and .democracy
since the Renaissance. 4 do mut neces-
sarily agree with ‘his analysisin all re-
spects. But I acknowledge thatheiis:a
ibetter historian than I and aurite a
keen observer .of -the world’s develop-
ment. He sa¥s -we-ought ‘tomurture the
effort in Russia to reform its economy,
and I.agreewith himithere.

But, Mr. President, moving on,:Sena-
‘tor Packwoob gets to our friend Max
Kampelman, who :he said has more or
less taken thim wumnder his “wing as .an
adviser. We 2ll have tremendous re-
spect for wour :arms Tcotitrol ‘directer,
the Honorable Max Kampelmzn. It
was almost like‘turning on theilight:in
a dark room when—18 months after
the Soviets broke off talks and -sdid
there would:bemo deal with respect to

'Pershings and cruises if we wereigoing

to insist upon deployment ©f the
cruise missile—Kampelman says,
“Don’t worry, the Soviets will be
back.” And you know what, this sage

‘adviser, Max Kampelman, was correct.

‘The Soviets came back to the itdble,
precisely because we were willing to
«deploy the Pershing and ‘cruise 'mis-
siles in Europe. We learned from that
-episode that the Soviets would ‘come
back to the table, and that is why we
ihave this INF Treaty.

Mr. President, that lesson brings me
to my reservation relative to corven-
tional cruise missiles, bmrgiume the ob-
jection by the Foreign Belztivms Com-
mittee is that such =n =mmendment
would require renegwofiations, or that
At would incite the Soviets to retuserto
-renegotiate orto junk the treaty. Non-
sense. The truth is, as the sage Kam-
pelman has observed, the Soviets came
back because the Pentagon has found
that the cruise missile, I say to fhe
Senator from Arkansas, is to the ad-
vantage of the Soviets. I ‘do not
‘happen to agree 'with that. The Sovi-
ets do not agree with it. They do not
have any ground- launched cruise mis-
siles.

When I was making a statement, of
that kind, sort of categorical, they
then passed to the SSC-X-4's, the
ones they changed from ship-launched

May ‘24, 1988

cruise missiles, SLCM’s, because we
never could find any. They :do not
have any GLCM infrastrture. They
have not trgined for sany. They have
not deployedl mnyibut when we-cameto
that ‘point #n ‘the treaty—thzre 'are
‘SSC-X-4's. They .piled up:somewn the
1and -and s4id, “*Look, 'we ‘hrave ground-
‘launched erdise ‘niissiles)” The Boviets
have never trad = nesdl Tor cruive mis-
siles. But be that as ‘it may, a point
which T will €kdborate onfurther. .

The -distimguished collexgue ~trnm
Oregon says ‘that, just as KumpeElman
predicted, ‘the Soviets ‘came batk ‘to
‘the table and we now have an INF
Treaty. Now ‘is .the ‘time to move .for-
‘ward and give ‘things a cthance, says
Senator PATKWOOD.

Well, thedistinguished Sermsmtor Irom
Oregon seems to Torget ‘his earlier
commertts relative o ithe @cbate 'on
‘the ABM Treaty. "He 1told us how 4n
1969 the Senate went into @xecutive
session, when both he @l I were
bresent, and .in .executive session we
'had a very .dynamic ‘debate ‘between
our former colleague, the setror Sena-
tor from "Missouri, Senator Stusrt Sy-
-mington, anil Senator Henry Jarkson.
By 'a 1-vote .margin back 'in 1959 “we
voted to goshead with develapment of
.an antiballistic missile system. And it
was as adirevticonsequencewfthat de-
cision that ‘we had the Anti-BaHistic
Missile Treaty.in 1972, It should be re-
'membered that:at the time,wur distin-
guished friend, Mr. Kampelman,was/a,
:senior aduiser ‘to Senator ‘Mondale,
‘who woted wpainst ABM development
1on the groxmds that df ‘we voted foran
ABM systern we would :never get gn
ABM Treaty.

So I am back to the cruise missile
issue ‘of today’s :debate. The ‘Foreign
Relations Committee says ithat ‘if we
idelete the tban on converttional ‘cruise
imissiles in‘this treaty, then the whole
ANF deal williccome apart. That is-abso-
Tutely fglse. No one really believes
that. What we all agre engaged in here,
Mr. President, is show business. The
full court press is on to get to the TV,
ithe 7 o’clock news, make:sure that the
President thas .something ‘in hand, and
that the show comes off. But fin tthis
pell-mell rush to Moscow, Wwe are
blinding ourselves to the catastropliic
Testrictions we :are plading :on our ton-
ventional weaponry fand ‘therdhy or
wur natiomalsecurity.

Incidentally, one player in this Tl
'court press i5 my distinguished cdl-
league from California. I observed him
'over :tlre wegkend on the news, :shce
this is all show business, talking ®Ebout
‘how we have ‘to get behind the Presi-
dent. Senator ‘CRANSTON says we have
to get beHind ‘the President. That s a
‘real first for Him. I:can tell you ‘that
right now.

Thiis ‘partictlar Senator has support-
ed the President in many of his initia-
tives, and I only say:that to emphasize
‘the sincerity with which.I approach
my amendment to the treaty. It is just
beyond belief to me that we would
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want to-in perpetuity restrict conven- -

" tional weapons.

.’ _.We have tried for years on end in
" Vienna, in the mutual balanced force
reduction talks to agree to convention-
.al reductions. The Soviets have
stonewalled us every step of the way,
refusing even to identify the number
“of their divisions. They have yet to
identify the number of tanks. They

have yet to identify the artillery or

anything else that might contribute to
‘a sincere atmosphere for negotiation.

Yet despite this record of stonewall-
ing, every Senator, liberal, conserva-
tive, Republican or Democrat, chimes
in with the assertion that, yes, we vote
for this treaty, but we also have to
beef up our conventional forces.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
yield for one observation?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Did I understand
the Senator to say a moment ago that
the Soviets do not have cruise mis-
siles?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right, not any-
thing to speak of. Give me the desig-
nation. I know what the Senator is
speaking of. But we have never found
the infrastructure. It is the SSC-X-4.
‘They have had it in a submarine-
launched cruise missile mode, as a
SLCM, called the SS-N-21. It looks to

us like the same thing as that SLCM.

But they do not have any land infra-
structure. They do not have any stor-
‘age. They do not have any training or
- anything else like that. So in reality
‘we are-not paring off United States
and Soviet cruise missiles.

- Let me emphasize in my a.nswer why
the Soviets do not need cruise missiles.
‘They already will have every target
" covered without them. With respect to
short-range targets, they have short-
‘range missiles of less than 500 kilome-

" ters that can target every European
airfield that we have. I think of our"

- friends and relatives. There are some

- 680,000 Americans over there. And
there are some 300,000 dependents.
~The plan is that in a crisis, those de-
. bendents should go to the nearest air-

' _field in order to evacuate. They will

.not evacuate. They will not get. to an
.-airfield. Those airfields will be targets
of Soviet short-range missile.

By the same token, all longer-range
targets in Europe will be covered im-
mediately by the Soviets’ SS-25’s and
SS-19's. .

So in reality, it is a false parallelism
to claim that the Soviets will get rid of
their cruise missiles and we will get rid
of our cruise missiles of a conventional
nature. They do not have anything to
give up.. They have never designed
them. Indeed, thé Soviets have never
held up on anything they ever needed,
whether you are talking about space,
artillery, seapower, submarines, air-
craft carriers, you name it. I imagine
there are Senators around here who

- would like to advise them that that is
- an improper direction in which to pro-
ceed.
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Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator was al-
luding to ground-launched cruise mis-
siles?

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right. They
are conventional ground-launched
cruise missiles, which is my debate and
my concern.

Mr. BUMPERS. My authority here
was—and I think the Senator is prob-
ably correct—*“Soviet Military Power,
1986,” that magnificent glossy the
Pentagon puts out every year that
shows how the Russians are coming up
the Potomac and are going to get us
any minute. It says here that they
have a ground launch cruise missile.
The Senator described it correctly, the
SSCX-24. The ground launch cruise
missile variant will probably become
operational this year, 1986. Its mission
will be to support operations in the
Eurasian theater since the Soviets are
unlikely to - deploy it outside the
U.S.S.R. and its range is too short for
intercontinental strikes. It is being de-
veloped as a mobile system and prob-
ably will follow operational procedures
similar to the SS-20 intermedxate
range missiles.

So the Pentagon was wrong.

Mr. HOLLINGS. 1t is not a question
of right or wrong. We are both right in
the context. They just said it probably
would; and what they are saying,
translated—you have to be able to
read this—is that they will take that
SLCM and could make it a ground-
launched cruise missile, ‘and watch
out.

We know the training necessary for
a GLCM force. We know the infra-
structure, how they train and how
they store and how they exercise. No
storage, no exercise, no troops, no sup-
port, no conventional ground-launched
cruise missiles. They could develop it
into the SSC-X-4; the Senator is

.right, That is why they list it there.

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Sena-
tor. .-
Mr. HOLLINGS The crux of my
concern is that we have before us, not
just a nuclear treaty. What we also
have before us is the most significant

conventional arms treaty that has ever.

been signed by the United States, and
yet we have gained nothing in return
for our conventional concessions.

If I were your lawyer and you came
to me on a contract basis, I would say:
“Well, I see you have agreed to ban
conventional GLCM’s, but what did
you get for it? What is the consider-
ation? What is the binding nature of
this part of the agreement?” The

answer would be, “Nothing, absolutely .

nothing.”

They do not give up anything at all,
and that is to be emphasized.

Let me say one word about my dis-
tinguished friend from Oregon and his
discourse yesterday relative to the So-
viets. I am referring now to page S
6426. This is what the Senator from
Oregon stated.l have no question in
my mind that he believes it. I fear
that too many, in this body believe it. I
could not disagree more vehemently. I
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quote Senator Packwoobp: ‘“The worst
thing that can happen to Russia is to
encourage an arms race with the
United States. We will run them off
the board.”

Listen to that. We live in the real
world. Let me give you that one more
time: “The worst thing that can
happen to Russia is to encourage an
arms race with the United States. We
will run them off-the board.”

‘Who is running whom off the board?
The race is already on, and the Sov1ets
are leading.

We just marked up a space authorl-
zation a couple of hours ago, in the
Commerce-Space-Science-Transporta-
tion Committee, and I can tell you cate-
gorically that we do not have the
money to do the things that all the
Senators want to do. There is a summit
agreement, and there is what we call a
302(B) allocatlon or limitation to the
budget.

We are now caught up 1n a love-in
with Gorbachev. I have Gorbachev on
my news, on my radio, in my bedroom,;
he is in the living room; he is for
breakfast; and we are all having a
grand time together, and now he
wants to go to Mars with us. But we
cannot go with him right now. We do
not have the money. We have not kept
up with the Soviet space program. We
cannot get the shuttle, much less the
space station that they already have.
The Soviets had 90 launches last year,
compared to only 7 by us. They are
way ahead of us in space.

Their navy is in Cam Ranh Bay and
the Pacific and all the way around. We
think we have better technology—I

"think we have—perhaps a' stronger

navy, but not for long; we certainly are
not matching their tanks or their stra-
tegic weaponry, where they keep
building like gangbusters, SS-24’s, SS-
25’s, developing the SLCM. They are
going into everything.

The Senator from Oregon seems to
worry that we might start a race: “The
worst thing that can happen to Russia
is to encourage an arms race with the
United States.” That is exactly what

- has already happened. Then he con-

cludes that if there were a race, we
would run them off the board. We run
ourselves off the board. We cannot get
anything. We cannot go into space. We
cannot test for an ABM, although
every Senator who voted for that
treaty agreed that you could.

I voted for the ABM Treaty, and I
was not restricted. I know how the
Senator from West Virginia and
others feel. Senator Jackson, in his
amendment, provided for research and
development, and increased and con-
tinued research and development. So
we did that. We have not kept up with
the Soviets in space. We certainly
have not kept up with them with re-
spect to conventional weaponry. We
cannot have an ASAT, an antisatellite.
They have an antisatellite system.

We will run them off the board, the
' Senator .says. Nonsense. 'We cannot

Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R000100030009-5



Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R00010003(5009-5 '

S 6490

test; we cannot move; we have to get
rid of the MX. We have candidates
running who want to get rid of the
Trident. This Congress cannot move
defensively. We have run ourselves off
the board. That is what worries this
U.S. Senator.

How in heaven’s name, were the INF
Treaty ratified, would we correct the
imbalance of conventional force in
Europe? How would we maintain our
national security? ’

The distinguished Senator from
Oregon, in his discourse on Russia yes-
terday, quoted his advisor, Max Kam-
pelman: ‘“You know, the 43 years since
World War II are the longest period of
time since the end of the 100-Year
War, over 500 years ago, that one
major European power has not been
attacking another major European
power.”

He starts off: “You know, since 1945,
there has been no major war between
major powers in Europe.”

Mr. President, that is exactly the
case. We have not had war, and we are
all pleased by that, and we =attribute
that situation to the strength not only
of our economy but also of our NATO
Alliance.

I happen to think that this partricu-
lar treaty, as it now stands, could
cause a disintegration of that NATO
Alliance; and to make sure that occurs,
if we continue to include the ban on
conventional ground-launchied cruise
missiles, GLCM’s, then the West Ger-
mans will go their own way.

They say, “The United States of
America has persuaded us, after all
the political upheaval we have had
with the Greens and the peace move-
ment, to deploy cruise missiles along
with the Pershings.” We deployed, and
we strengthened the alliance and our
position in BEurope as a result.

Now we have a different commissar
in the Soviet Union. Brezhnev was the
confrontational, the hard-charging
Charlie. He came forward and said,
“We will intimidate with our SS-20's,
and we'll gain hegemony by brute
force,” and the alliance almost bowed
to his blaster.

The Europeans almost yielded, but
they did not.

Now we face a more clever, a more
astute and a more atiractive, if you
please, Soviet commissar in Gorbachev
when he says “Rather than hegemony
through confrontationa! force and
power, I will do it thirough the conven-
tional power, very guieilly by going
along, Mr. President Reagan, with
your zero-zero option.”

The Soviets have overwhealming con-
venticnal power in Europe an:d we
know that without the nuclear deter-
rent, Mr. President, we have had war
after war after war in Europe.

So it is a very cogent obaervation by
Max Kampelman as quoted by the dis-
tinguished Senator from QOregon. But
let us realize what the quote means. It
means, yes, that we have had that nu-
clear deterrent and now we need a con-
ventional deterrent. To maintain the
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peace in Europe, so that no nation at-
tacks another nation, we must have
the same force and effect—rudely put,
the same kill power—as a nuclear de-
terrent.

The superiority of our technology is
such that we are developing a cruise
missile with such accuracy that it can
hit within a meter, 6, 7 feet of its
target, and with that accuracy it
would amount to a hard-target kill. It
is very economical, and with respect to
its accuracy it is very accurate, also
with respect to environmental con-
cerns on mainland Europe. We have
over 360 GLCM'’s there now that have
already been accepted on Eurapean
soil.

These GLCM’s are benign weapons.
They do not go out on maneuvers and
create damage.

These missiles do not ‘go downtown
on Saturday night and get drunk at
the bar. There is minimal upkeep 1o
these cruise missiles. They have no de-
pendents.

We could place some 2,000 to 3,000
in Burope with a strict vertification
regime. They can station a Soviet ob-
server, if you please, right at the
cruise missile sites.

What we would want to communi-

:cate to the Soviets is that if they move

against Berlin this afternoon, if they
move into Turkey this afternoon, we
would take out this airfield, we would

take out that communications center,

we would take out that marshaling
yard, and it would be a credible deter-
rent. .

Our mutually assured destruction
deterrence now is totmlly incredible,
out of the whole cloth. No one believes
that Presidenit Reagan or any other
President of the United States is going
to end the world because the Soviets
move into Berlin this afternoon. Presi-
dent Sanford, our distinguished Pre-
siding Officer, certainly would not
order that. President Hollings would
not.

You would try every kind of avenue
of discussion and bundling about, talk-
ing to senior leaders, and it would be
like 8 Noriega dezl, T tell you that. We
would go back and forth and argue
amongst ourselves and end up with
nothing. Buf we would not fire any-
thing nuclear and thereby end the
world.

I am saying this for the bencilii of
those whoe say my zmendment iy a
killer amendment. They zay, “Oh,
well, if President Reagun can agree
why cunnot yceu? Oh, well, if the
Armed Services Commilies approved
this why should I worry about it? Ch,
well, The President is over thers and
let us not embarrass the President. We
have to get him a ratification o show
that we are gll together and we gre
one country here this sfternoon and
we are ali behind the President.”

But we ars not behind the President
on trade, and we hope.to get the votes
to override when he vetoes it. We were
not behind the President on the envi-
ronment and we did override him. We
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were not for the President on the
highway bill veto and we did override
him. And the President’s policy in
Central America has been blocked.

Yet here we have the conventional
ground launch cruise missile that
raises the nuclear threshold and gives
us an alternative to ending the world.
I insist that they not be included in
this particular nuclear treaty, and
people say I am frustrating the Presi-
dent of the United States.

I am telling you now when the Intel-
ligence Committee and Armed Services
Committee came up with the various
misgivings they had and how could
you verify this and verify that, the So-
viets said, oh, no, and they wrote let-
ters and there were nine points, even
trying to describe what a weapon was,
and everything else.

So we sent Secretary Shultz back to
Europe and, incidentally, the Soviets
did the same thing to him that they
did to Henry Kissinger back in SALT
I. I was in the tent in SALT I, and we
had already had a good agreement in
August 1971 when President Nixon
and Secretary Kissinger got there.
The Soviets changed their mind at the
last minute and they made Secretary
Kissinger work all night long to get a
treaty that at that time, Gerard Smith
will not say so, but Ambassador Smith
will testify that he was disappointed
because those last-minute discussions
resulted in an unequal treaty causing
us to have to adopt a Jackson amend-
ment in order to get SALT 1 ratified.

And the same thing happened in
SALT II, and now we have it here in
SALT 1III, only we call this INF
Treaty.

And any time you get a treaty, you
send your distinguished Secretary of
State and they agree in the afternoon
and then when you get together at 7
o’clock to finalize it, they ‘keep him
there until 4:30, 6 o’clock in the morn-
ing.

The -Soviets, when we yielded on
conventionsl cruise missiles, were so
surprised that they made us repeat it
four times. They could not believe
their own ears that we would give up
this particular weapon and sct a prece-
dent for the START Treaty, & prece-
dent of barring all sir-launch cruise
missiles and all sea-launch cruise mis-
siles.

New, right to the point, Mr. Pr=si-
dent, they say that the reason we did
this i» that the Pentagon and the De-
partraent of Defense did not heve any
requirement for a conventiomul cruise.
This iz ilhe worst emburrussment in
the world. 1 have been gucting our dis-
tinguished friend, the chief arms nego-
tiator, and I have in my file hers a
letter that we received from him that
has beeh cleared, given to Semator
Boren and eur Intelligence Commit-
tee, and therein Mux Kampelman an-
swers with respect to certain questions
that we had relative to the cruise mis-
sile.
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th_e chairman of the Joint Chiefs;, Ad-
miral Crowe, and now Secretary Car-

lucei,” because this was agreed to by

then-National' Security Adviser Car-
lucci and was. a mistake and I am con-
fident he knows now that it is a terri-
ble mistake..

Every arms. negotiator and: expert,.

be he conservative like Richard Perle,
or be he more on the liberal side for
President Carter, Walter Slocombe,
and. all agree that this is a very, very
bad mistake,

But I want you to read the answers.

here very briefly.
Max Kampelman, and this is also

the reason given by the Foreign Rela- -

tions Committee.

The question:

Was the decision to include conventionally
armed GLCM's.in a treaty based on a unilat-
eral U'S. determination or does it reflect an
expressed Soviet desire to elimimate conven-

tional intermediate-range GLCM's? If it re-

flects the Soviet: desire; what did: the United
States achieve in return?

That is the question.

Answer by Mr. Kampelman, our
chief arms control negotiator:

The United States. Government decision
to ban conventionaily armed: GLCM’s took
into actount a number of considerations. It.
is important: to: remcmber what the issue
was not.about. It. was not about whether to
permit planned. U.S. deployment. of conven-
tionaily armed GLCM’s nor was it about
whether to withdraw from Europe previous-
1y’ deployed: systems: Rather the decision to
be made was whether or not to protect. the
option for deploying. conventionally armed
GLCM’s. At the same time of the decision,
the United States and NATO did not and.do
not today have any specific' plans or mili-
tary requirements. for conventionally armed
GLCM’s in'the INF range.

They labored over verification. But
when they realized that this did not
enhance- verification whatsoever,, they
fell back on the: real botton: lire—rea-
soning" that the Pentagon does: not
have any use for them.

Now two: points, one with respect to
verification and the other with respect
to the requirement. With respect to
verification, let-us.not.be all embroiled
or misled or enamored with verifica-
tion. I have-heard more about. verifica-
tion, verification, verification—do not
trust them.. The President quotes the
Russians, “Doveryai, no proveryai’—
“agree, but verify.”” -

These are all good. for 20-second
bites on TV, but they are mostly sheer
nonsense. What happens is there are
just certain things you cannot verify.
‘When you say you are going to limit
this treaty to those cruise missiles, let
us say, in INF, intermediate nuclear
forces, the Pershing.and cruise mis-
siles, to a ramnge between 500 and 5,500
kilometers,. then you are saying those

below 500 are permitted and those in.

excess'of 5,500 are permitted..

I can take a regular cruise missile
with. a conventional: warhead at 500
kilometers, permitted, turn that over
into a nuclear warhead within an
hour,. and I can tell you right now it
will go way more than 1,000 kilome-
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We will elaborate what was said by

ters. There is just no way to verify

that, and we all know that. We are not

expecting the- impossible. )

What we are acting on, as reasona-
ble, sane, and prudent people is the
question of how best we can control
and how best we can verify. But you
cannot verify range. So do not let us
get worked up about that. Since you
have allowed air-launched cruise mis-
siles and sea-launched cruise missiles,
SLCM’s and ALCH’s, then, from a
fixed-ground testing site, you can say,
rather than this being a ground
launch, you can test those within the
forbidden range, 500 to 5,500 kilome-
ters, of an air-launched cruise missile
and that is not verifiable. You cannot
distinguish the permitted missile from
the banned missile. So it cannot be
verified.

Similarly, a sea-launched cruise mis-
sile cannct be- verified. You can test
them and say, “Ne, that is not a
banned missile.” That is what we just
‘talked about with our distinguished
collezgue from Arkansas on the SSC-
X-4, taking a . SIL.CM and calling it a
regular ground-launched cruise mis-
sile, because they had to make a case
they were giving up something. They
finally took some SLCM’s, called them
GLCM’s, and said: “Here this is what
we give up.”

But, in any event, reconnaissance
missiles: of the forbidden range be-
tween. 500 and' 5,500 are permitted;. So
you. get a reconnaissance one that is
flying, zigzagging all over the front
lirre, and moves in the range of 500 kil-
ometers; and, instead of zigzagging it
“does. not. have' to zigzag, it can go

straight. And you say, “That that is a -

reconnaissance missile, We are looking
around. That is not a regular cruise
missile.;” That is not verifiable: under
this treaty. Ratify it in the next 2 sec-
onds and you cannot verify that. You
cannot verify drones. You cannot
verify' the drones. Yougo right on
down. the various lists of things that
carmot: be verified. One of them came
up here-imr the treaty. We do not know
how many SS-20’s they have: And
when they give us a. nmumber, there is
no dispute, there is no recourse. We
cannot verify even what we are agree-
ing upon.

Yes, we agree generically upon, let
us.say, Pershings and SS-20's, but we
do not find out precisely what we have
agreed upon until 30 days after ratifi-
cation. Then they give you a number
and we give them a number. And,
knowing the history of activity on the
Soviet side and what the President ad-
vises, “Don’t trust them; don’t trust
them.” Well, heavens above, we do not
know what we agreed to. We' cannot
verify that.

So I think we:make a bad mistake to
become embroiled in verification as a
reason for banning the conventional
ground-launched cruise missile in this
particular treaty.

But, more than anything else, they
then fell back on, “Well, the Pentagon
doesn’t require it.” And therein is the
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responsibility of each and every Sena-
tor. The Senator from Tennessee, the

‘Senator from Connecticut, the Sena-

tor' from Indiana, myself, and other
Senators on the floor cannot rely con
the Pentagon.

Now, everybody knows me as an old
military hawk. But I have worked with
them and I have watched them. And,
just reflecting historically after 40
years in public service, I was on the
Hoover Commission back in the 1950’s
investigating the intelligence activi--
ties, the defense intelligence, Army,
Navy, Air intelligence. That is when
we had Admiral Radford; Admiral Er-
skine was in'charge at that time; Sec-
retary Anderson was the Secretary of
Navy. We spent many a midnight hour
and passed early into the morning
over in the GAO building working
around the clock for this U.S. Senate.
It was during the McCarthy days. I
watched it come all the way around
and' there are a.lot of observations to
be made, some rather in mirth and
some very serious. Very seriously, Sen-
ator Barry Goldwater said that the av-
erage stay of a Secretary or of an As-
sistant Secretary was 1 year. The Sec-
retaries never control anything over
there. It is the infrastructure of the
civil service that. controls.. .

President Reagan came and.said. we
were going to cut personnel.. We cut
the staffs in the Senate 10 percent,.
the committees 10. percent, and the
Departments 10 percent. But we added
100,000 onto the civil service in. the
Pentagon. They just grind out on -
what they want to grind out.

This was said in mirth by General
Quesada, Pete. Quesada, an. old Air.
Force general. He came back. at the
end of World War II and, riding by in
a taxi, for the first time, he viewed
this mammoth office building, the
Pentagon, the largest office building
in' the world. Turning to the taxi
driver, he said: “My heavens, how
many people work in a building. like
that?” " And, without hesitation, the
taxi driver said, “About. half.” You
have to know that crowd over there
and how they operate.

I only lead in. that fashion to tell
you that. this has been an observation
that I have watched and studied,. and
studied and watched, and watched.and
studied. First, you will not find a re-
quirement  for a ground-launched
cruise missile in the Marine Corps.
You would not expect to. The Marines
land, take, and hold until the regular
troops arrive. They are not there to
start firing cruise missiles, heavens
above, and that kind of thing.

But it will amaze you to know that
there has never been a request by the
Army. They resisted it. I am going to
show you where the military does.not
resist it, where their science board and
everything has studied it.

But the U.S. Army does not want a
ground-launched cruise missile. What
the Army is thinking of is responding
at 40 kilometers, 50 kilometers, 60, 70

-
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miles, artillery range, t'a.kiné and hold-
ing, moving forward 10 kilometers
each day. On a ground-launched cruise
missile, the troops, the cost, the
upkeep is not for them. They do not
require or request one—until now.
There are some exceptions. General
Galvin is one exception and General
Rogers another, those who have com-
manded and have come to appreciate
the value of the defensive nature of
the ground-launched cruise missile.
You go to the Navy and Admiral
Crowe gets irate. He is fighting. I want
to give you his testimony, I say to the
Senator, before your committee, the
Budget Committee. “Oh, we will never
give up the sea-launched cruise mis-
siles. No, we won't yield on that.”
Well, they have yielded for years.
When did they get so serious about it?
. They do not want to project sea
power. They could have had a stand-
off aircraft carrier or carrier-like plat-
forms for cruise missiles. They would
have had no need to fly a pilot over

Libya and Qadhafi a couple of years

ago.

A couple of years ago you could
easily have done the Libya mission
without the loss of a plane by using
highly accurate cruise missiles. No,
you cannot be in the Pentagon and
start talking about the tactical virtuos-
ity of cruise missiles. You will get
kicked out. You will get' court-mar-
tialed. You are not in step. .

With the Navy, they need carriers;
they need pilots; they need planes;
they need equipment. That is the big
Navy, the 600-ship Navy; big budget;
up, up and away. They will spend you
blind.

Let us -come back now to the Air
Force. You cannot find a conventional
ALCM. There “ain’t no such thing.” I
say that with my Southern grammar
to make emphasis on the particular
point, and I know I will be understood
by the Senator from Tennessee even
better. That is, once they get in the air
and position planes, I can tell you here
and now, if they find a cruise missile,
it better be nuclear because it is going
to be assumed to be nuclear.

So the Army, Air Force, Navy, Ma-
rines are unanimous: there are no re-
quirements. But there should be, and
it is up to us to get such a requirement
because they will spend us blind with-
out it.

The cruise missile is wonderful as a
defensive weapon, but not as an offen-
sive one.

I read in a column earlier last week
that the former arms control negotia-
tor, Paul Warnke, said that he does
not see why Hollings would want to
eliminate the ban on conventional
" cruises. The Russians would have
cruise missiles all over Eastern
Europe. They could overwhelm us.

Look, they are going to overwhelm
us now if they go nuclear. If they are
going with cruise, or if they are going
with intermediate, short-range or oth-
erwise, they can do that.
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I do not mind, as I say, having my
3,000 conventional cruise missiles and
giving the Soviets 6,000 because if
they go that way, that is the end of
the world, and we will use MX’s and
everything else.

We know that. What I am trying to
do is respond without going nuclear. 1
am trying to raise that nuclear thresh-
old, and I am trying to do it in a force-
ful fashion where I have the same Kkill
capabilityy even with conventional
ground-launched missiles. You are not
going to appropriate, and I am not
going to appropriate, for all the troops
we will need in Europe. When I left
the Army, the B-17 cost $9%7,000. The
B-1 they say costs $280 million. It is
really nearer to $350 million. I can tell
you that. They sdy the Stealth costs
over $400 million.

If they tell you $400 million now,
heavens above, what is it really going
to be? In contrast, we can put 3,000
ground-launched cruise missiles of a
conventional nature around Europe

for the cost of 10 planes. There is no

upkeep. There are no pilots running
around. There is not all of this para-
phernalia to go along with it.
Verifiable? I say we can tell the Rus-
sians where each conventional cruise
is located. Invite them in. If the fel-
lows will not defect, invite Soviet ob-
servers to babysit each of our missiles
and sit there with a hotline. I want
them to know that in Turkey we have
1,000 of them. I want them to know
that in West Germany we have an-
other 2,000. I want them to know that

-if the Soviets move into Berlin, we

have the capacity to take out their
command, control, and communica-
tions. We can lob one just to show we
mean - business. I would give some
credibility to our NATO defenses and
enhance the security of the United
States of America.

That is the issue on the INF Treaty,
which is totally ignored. We Senators
get a pat on the back like we are some
wandering puppy dogs lost off in the
bush somewhere. Nice little dog; give

- him a bone. Let him talk a little bit,

but do not take him seriously because,
after all, we do not want to embarrass
the President.

Well, the President ought to be em-
barrassed for concluding this treaty. I
do not know whether he ever saw it. I

-do not know if it was ever really fully

explained to him.

The best intelligence search I can
make is that the treaty went to his Se-
curity Council. Once they signed off,
that was it. The President signed off,
too. .

The President is consistently inat-
tentive. Former Secretary of State
Haig said the President did not know
much about foreign policy. Dave
Stockman went off to New York and
said the President did not know much
about budget policy.

We had Speakes say the President
did not know what he was talking
about; “I wrote it for him.” Now we
have Regan who said, “I spent 4 years

May 24, 1988

as Secretary of Treasury, and we never

had a one-on-one discussion on finan-
cial or economic policy. He never
asked me.”

Knowing those things, I doubt if our
distinguished Commander in Chief
had an opportunity to dwell on this
treaty. I am not blaming him entirely,
because the Pentagon and the Depart-
ment of State have conspired to keep
him in the dark.

The Department of State has been
insisting for quite some time, Mr.
President, that we ought to ban con-
ventional cruise on account of verifica-
tion.

The testimony before the Armed
Services Committee by Mr. Perle was
that the concern was chiefly voiced by
Senate observers, Senators observing
over in Geneva raising the prospect
that they might lose some votes on
ratification, therefore, we should not
insist on the deletion of a ban relative
to the conventional ground-launched

‘cruise missiles, but rather we should

yield on that point.

Mr. President, let me, if I"can, refer
to the various studies in the Pentagon
because there is a difference there.

The Defense Science Board in De-
cember of last year made a study of
our needs. This study was a follow-on
to a study requested by Secretary Car-
lucci with respect to the overall needs
of the Department of Defense and
what would be the likely reaction of
the Soviets.

The Defense Science Boa.rd’s study
is a matter that is classfied, but I have
been able to clear the Defense Science
Board study concerning nonnuclear
strategic capability dated December
19817. .

The Joint Chiefs ought to be
ashamed of themselves, and I say that
advisedly. Heavens above, to have
Joint Chiefs that do not know how to
defend, we are in deep trouble around .
here. Congress is studying, as we poli-.
ticians have to do, their particular re-
quests, requirements, and what the
angles are behind them. When we
have to do the Chiefs’ job and truly
defend the country, then we are in
jeopardy.

The Defense Science Board study on
nonnuclear strategic capability dated
December 1987, stated in sum:

The task force concluded that accurate,
long-range nonnuclear weapons systems po-
tentially can contribute significantly to ac-
complishing major U.S. strategic objectives
worldwide.

The Defense Science Board is com-
posed of 45 distinguished leaders of
defense industry, retired military lead- -
ers, and academic experts. The Board’s
membership includes Robert Everett .
of MITRE Corp., Norman Augustine
of Martin Marietta, Dr. William Press
of Harvard University, Gen. John W.
Vessey, and Adm. Isaac Kidd. This is
just a sampling of the expertise found
on the Defense Science Board. Cer-
tainly, the U.S. Senate always seeks to
have the best of experts on all sides, to

+
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bring them in and let them study in an
objective way, as best they can.

Yet, in this case, the Joint Chiefs ig-
nored their own experts, if you look at
the testimony, and I have studied the
Chiefs’ testimony before the Armed
Services Committee; I studied their
testimony before the Foreign Rela-
tions €ommittee. When they come
here and say, “We need it,” and there
is no justification for it, when.you see
such anecdotal items in the references
made in the Armed Services Commit-
tee testimony—the colonel testifying
first that he did not have knowledge
about requirements for a conventional
GLCM. He was the expert up to testi-
fy. He would have to go back and
check.

Themon checking back he could not
find where the Chiefs had any require-
ment for it whatsoever, and then it
came out through our distinguished
colleague. The Senator from Indiana

has already mentioned on the floor

that General Galvin, the NATO com-
mander, was called, made contact with
and General Galvin said, “Yessiree, we
sure do.” We said, “How about the
Pentagon, have they contacted you?”
He said, “No, they haven’t contacted
me. I haven’t had any inquiries come
through with respect to conventional
ground-launched cruise missiles.”
That is why I used the expression
Keystone cops jumping around in a
higgledy-piggledy way.. All we hear is
how many hours we have talked about
this treaty in committee, we have had
it so many hours, we have had it so
many days, we have done this and we
have done that.

No, we have not. We have not gone
into detail. Until last week, Senators
did not turn their attention to this
treaty. They wait for the debate to
come up and then when the debate
occurs and we get amendments to the
effect of Gorbachev might not be the
ruler—at least he was not elected in
Russia but he did get elected in the
Senate the other day by rollcall vote—
they say, “Well, I do not want to be as-
sociated with Kkiller amendments.” And
when the debate starts—and now. I un-
derstand before the debate can start
both sides are entertaining a cloture

motion—it forces us to come forward -

and begin to explain the exact nature
of the testimony and the exact seri-
ousness of purpose with which this
particular item was considered.

The Defense Science Nuclear Board
said, and I quote again:

The treaty itself cannot make us replace
any significant portion of our command
with respect to going nuclear and with re-
spect to reacting in NATO. Improved non-
nuclear capabilities are different from nu-
clear capabilities in the extent and duration
of effects. Thus, they cannot substitute for
the large-scale nuclear attack options
planned in our SIOP.

To repeat:

Their basic effectiveness relies.upon dis-
ruption of a function, for effectiveness is
more sensitive to detailed intelligence infor-
mation, -identification of critical target
needs and mapping accuracy than are nucle-
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ar weapons. However, they could have a
unique role whenever the use of nuclear
weapons was severely constrained or could
not be used at all. NNSC capabilities would
be even more valuable if the United States
and the U.S.S.R. significantly cut their nu-
clear force postures.

Now, Mr. President, let me émpha-
size that last sentence because that is
what the INF Treaty does. If the ban
on conventional GLCM’s is deleted, I
would be prepared to vote for the
treaty, and that the direction pointed
to by the Defense' Science Board. We
are about to cut our nuclear force pos-
tures. When we do, these NNSC capa-
bilities, these nonnuclear missiles,
would be even more valuable if the
United States and the U.S.S.R signifi-

cantly cut their nuclear force posture, _
That is very, very important because:

that is what we are doing and that is
what the Defense Science Board
stated.

With respect to the long-term plan-
ning, they had a commission on long-
term strategy and they talked about
discriminate deterrence. And that was
researched for our distinguished
friend, the new Secretary of Defense.
And it says here: i

Our strategy must also be integrated. We
should not decide in isolation questio:
about new technologies. :

Incidentally, there is a new amend-
ment coming out already about new
technologies, to restrict them, but
here is what the Commission is saying:

Our strategy must also be integrated. We
should not decide in isolation questions
about new technologies, force structure, mo-
bility and bases, conventional and nuclear
arms, extreme threats and third-world
threats. We need to fit-together our plans
and forces for a wide range of conflicts from
the lowest intensity and highest probability
to the most apocalyptic and least likely.

Later, it states again on page 2:

To help defend our interests abroad, we
cannot rely on threats expected to provoke
our own annihilation if carried out.

Quoting along: -

In peacetime, a strategy based on such
threats would undermine .support for na-
tional defense. In a crisis, reliance on such
threats could fail catastrophically for lack
of public support. We must have military ef-
fective responses that can limit destruction
if we are not to invite destruction of what
we are defending. T

Next it says:

We must diversify and strengthen our
ability to bring discriminating nonnuclear
force to bear where needed in time to defeat
aggression. To this end we and our allies
need to exploit emerging technologies of
precision, control and intelligence that can
provide our conventional forces with more
selective and more effective capabilities for
destroying military targets.

Next:

Both our conventional and nuclear pos-
ture should be based on' a mix of offensive
and defensive systems. To help deter nucle-
ar attack and tc make it safer to reduce of-
fensive arms, we need a strategic. defense.
To deter or respond to conventional aggres-
sion, we need a capability for conventional
counteroffensive operations deep into
enemy territory.
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Now, Mr. President, I ‘will jump to
page 8 because it is'not my intent to
hold the Senate. I see that others
would like to speak. But from page 8, 1
quote again from the Special Commis-
sion on Integrated Long-Term Strate-
gy. ’

The present situation associated with the
new technologies will enable us to use con-
ventional weapons for many of the missions.
once assigned to nuclear weapons. .

Listen to that. That is exactly what -
we are talking about. Here comes the
Joint Chiefs, the Pentagon, they
cannot find a requirement. The Am-
bassador calls; he cannot find the re-
quirement. Ambassador Kampelman
calls; he cannot find a requirement
from the Pentagon. Everyone else
calls, everyone dealing with this, Colo-
nel Wheeler, all the witnesses that
come up, the generals that testify, no,
they do not have any requirement.
But here it is.

The present situation associated with the
new technologies will enable us to use con-
ventional weapons for many of the missions
once assigned to nuclear weapons. The new
technologies will work to strengthen the
ability of our ground and air forces to
defeat invasions.

I emphasize defense.. I am talking
about the defense nature that every-
one know is the essence of a conven-
tional ground-launched cruise missile.
I quote further:

Particularly important is this connection
in respect to the use of low observable tech-
nology in combination with extremely accu-
rate weapons and improved means of locat-
ing targets. In the years beyond 2000, this
combination will provide new ways to stop
invading forces at a great distance frem the
front lines.

I wish everybody, Mr. President,
would read that and memorize it. The
conventional cruise missile is some-
thing we can afford. It will make possi-
ble an effective; credible, conventional
defense. Look at the low observable
Stealth technology. referred to, placed
on extremely accurate weapons, in
other words,. placed on conventional
ground-launched cruise missile.

And the combination of cruise and
Stealth would stop invading forces at
great distances from the front line.
That is the only thing that would stop
them. We would be in the soup other-
wise.

Let me read further in this particu-
lar report. But read on page 50 on
managing technology. This is exactly
what it said in January. Yet this is
what the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff are now testify-
ing in opposition to, their own testimo-
ny; their own findings. When I say
their own findings, let me emphasize
the makeup of this distinguished Com-
mission, which was co-chaired by Dr.
Fred C. Iklé and Albert Wohlstetter,
and which included such respected ex-
perts as General Andrew Goodpaster,
Admiral James L. Holoway, Anne L.
Armstrong, and General’ John W.
Vessey. We all remember Gen. Vessey
when he commanded in Korea. We re-
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member him as the Vice Chief and we
remember him as the Chairman.
When they say the Army does not
have any requirement, there is the
best testimony to the contrary. Let us
see what the Special Commission on
Integrated Long—Range Strategy says
on page 50. -

Extended range," accurate, smart conven- -

tional weapons can make a major contribu-
tion to halting Soviet attacks anywhere on
the perimeter of the U.S.S.R. These weap-
ons can delay and inflict heavy losses on ad-
vancing forces by deliverying heavy firepow-
er on critical targets. They can make break-
throughs difficult for invading troops and
give time for defenses to be deployed. By
the standards of a decade ago the accuracies
are extraordinary. Currént technology
makes it possible to attack fixed targets at
any range with accuracies within 1 to 3
meters. These accuracies and modern muni-
tions give us a high probability of destroy-
ing a wide variety of point in area targets
with one or few shots without using nuclear

. warheads. They make practical attacks on

heavily-defended military targets.deep in
enemy territory. Airfields well inside the
Soviet Union could be put out of commis-
sion with warheads designed to attack infra-
structure. Fuel and maintenance facilities,
and command and control facilities, bridges,
surface-to-air missile sites, intelligence fa-
cilities, rail lines, electric generating plants,
petroleum refineries, all are suddenly much
more vulnerable to the early emerging age
of smart munitions.

That is a smart man speaking on
smart munitions. So this is not a case
of just ‘“Halt, the Senator from South
Carolina is coming and he is crying in
his. corner because he cannot have a
certain weapon.” On the contrary, I
stand on the best of balanced opinion,
the best of balanced experience over
the years, former Chiefs of Staff,
CNO’s, Secretaries of State, heads of
the National Security Council, Repub-
lican, Democrat, what have you, have
all joined together in a bipartisan
. fashion to say this is what is needed in
_ this Senate in January of this year.

They were studying our defense
needs and requirements. Apparently

this report did not get to our arms’

control negotiators. Apparently Glit-
man did not get it. Apparently Kam-
pelman did not get it. There you are.
We are ignoring our best assessment,

and the Joint Chiefs continue to

ignore it. I think that is the outrage
that particularly offends the' Senator
from South Carolina when they see at
a glance that what they have done is
made a bad mistake, and they ought to
have the candor to come forth like
they did with respect to the failure to
define a weapon, the failure to get cer-
tain verification, things that were fas-
tened down where they all could un-
derstand and speak of one mind. They

traveled all the way back to Europe to

close on those points.

The interesting thing in the Chiefs’
testimony is their claim that if we had
not. barred conventional ground-
launched cruise missiles, these missiles
would have given a tremendous advan-
tage to the Soviets. So I do not want
to hear the distinguished Senator

from Rhode Island as the chairman of
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the Foreign Relations or the distin-
guished Senator- from Georgia of
Armed Services come forward now and
say if we agree to my bipartisan
amendment the Soviets will object and
renegotiation will e required.

I am grateful for the leadership of
the distinguished Senator from
Alaska, Senator MUurRkOwSsKI; the Sen-
ators from Alabama, Senator HEFLIN
and Senator SHELBY; the distinguished
Senator from Idaho, - Senator
McCLURE; the distinguished Senator
from Indiana, Senator QUAYLE, the
distinguished Senator from Utah, Sen-
ator HarcH, and others; the Senator
from Wyoming, Senator Warrop. This
is a bipartisan concern on both sides of
the aisle. Do not give us this claim
about the advantage to the Soviets, in
the one breath, and in the next breath
say if you take it back to them they
will not agree. Let us go in one direc-
tion. Do not give us this doubletalk.
And remember, the 7 o’clock news is
coming on. The President is in Helsin-
ki. When he arrives in Moscow, he is
going to be empty-handed. I respect
the President. I respect all who want
to support the President in Moscow
and his mission there. It is a very im-
portant mission. But it should be just
that, an important, purposeful mission
whereby we do not get snookered. Yet
we have been totally misled on this
particular one.

Now, as we come to the floor, they
want to hide behind certain things.
They want to say, “Well, if Ronald
Reagan, the conservative, can agree,
then why can’'t we?” Our distinguished
President has not always been up
front on arms control. He has not
always been up front on arms control.
We all remember the Rambl’in wreck
at Reykijavik;, where the President
came out of his corner saying, let us
have total zero the world around and
do away with all nuclear weapons.
Then we came back to reality and re-
membered the importance of deter-
rence. As Max Kampelman was quoted
by Senator Packwoob, it is nuclear
that has given us the long peace. So as
Joe Lewis said years ago, ‘“You can
run, but you cannot hide.” You can
run on that one for a while, but not
since President Reagan suggested it.

This treaty should get advice and
consent only after deliberate thought
and after bipartisan testimony and
support for the particular need of the
ground-launch cruise missile, which
does not threaten, does not give us any
problem with respect to verification,
and does not give us any problem with
respect to the Soviets having them.

As I stated on the floor, our posture
in Europe is one strictly of defense.
We are not going to attack. If the So-
viets attack and start using cruise mis-
siles, let us say, if I have 3,000, give
them 3,000 of them. They have a great
superiority in nuclear weapons. If we
go that route, then we have destroyed
Europe. There is no doubt there would
be no controls if we both go that way,
and the use of thousands on each side,
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and we would be nuclear and ending
the world at that particular point.

So nuclear GLCM’s cannot really be
used except, as Churchill said years
back, to “bounce the rubble.” But it
can be used in a very potent and a very
dynamic and in a very effective
manner as a conventional deterrent.
We do not now have a-credible conven-
tional deterrent. We all admit that.

Look at the war games we lose in
Europe—Reforger and all the rest. We
come back and we study war games.
They will tell you in open hearings at
the Defense Appropriation Subcom-
mittee that every time we have war
games over in the Pentagon we lose
because we have fewer men, less artil-
lery, fewer tanks, and so on. We can
only deter. We cannot conquer, So be
it. Nobody wants to conquer or take
over Russia. Why would’ we want to
take custody of Gorbachev's wrecked
economy?

I am very, very concerned by our
posture of hiding behind verification
because the contention is if you verify,
then you have a good treaty. No, sir.
That is not the case. Most sincerely,
my colleagues, you cannot verify a lot
of the other things. Banning of the
conventional GLCM does not in any
sense enhance the verification of an.
ALCM in a fixed mode in Europe; or
the testing of a SLCM in a fixed mode
on the ground in Europe, or a recon-
naissance missile, or a drone, or even
the number of SS-20’s and all manner
of other things, including the range of
a missile.

Verification of many things is not
enhanced whatsoever by giving up
conventional GLCM’s. It is just a sell-
out of our priceless capability to raise
the nuclear threshold and deter war in
Europe. Senators cannot hide behind
the fiction that with all this fuss now,
we will take care of the problem in the
next treaty.

Let me dwell on that particular
point for a minute, because the whole
idea is that in the next treaty, some-
how, we will make it up with ALCM’s
and SLCM’s; but the number of
launch platforms is limited due to the
available ships and bombers.

Let us assume that I am Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, or I am Commander
in Chief, and I can get done what I
want done. I will have to immediately
call up and find out where I am going
to put my ALCM’s and my SLCM’s to
compensate for what my needs are in
mainland Europe. We find that the
number of ships and bombers avail-
able is limited there, as well as the -
number of platforms.

While it is true that the SLCM and
ALCM may be equal in capability to a
GLCM, there are several key reasons
why their substitution for a GLCM is
undesirable. We do not and will not
have a-significant number of bombers
or ships assigned to the commander of
European forces to equate favorably
with a conventional ground-launch .
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- cruise missile authorization of 2,000 or
more missiles.

We all on the floor and debate about
the multiocean mission of the Navy.

- We have to remember the multiocean
mission of the Navy and the primary
strategic role of the bomber force.

I have described the concern—

“regard” is a better word—that the
Navy and Air Force have. The Air
Force has such a high regard for a
conventional cruise missile that they
do not have one. The Navy has such a
high regard for a conventional cruise
missile that they do not want one.
~ They want the ships, the planes, and
the pilots, and they do not want to
have. their toys superseded by any
kind of effective ground-launched
cruise missile. i

The aircraft and ships to launch
ALCM’s and SLCM's are more vulner-
able than the mobile ground-launched

‘cruise missile hiding in the forest. We
say they can pinpoint them and we
can move them and we would move
that Russian observer. So we can move
him and can make him mobile with
the missile and the launcher with the
" missile and keep riding around. Maybe
it will cost us a little more for the gas.
But you do not move bombers unless
" you have gone to a real alert. The lo-
gistics for sea-launched cruise missiles
cost more than the land-launched
cruise missiles, and we would have to
put them at risk, deploying them
where ships have to be stationed, to
have an effective cruise missile launch
area, such as the Baltic or the Black
Sea. We recently have had trouble
with exercises in the Black Sea.

We would not be able to move ships
or any force of that nature within the
Baltic or the Black Sea. The argument
is made: “Don’t' worry about conven-
tional GLCM’s, Senator. The SLCM
will take its place.” No way. You have
. not thought through the subject and
argued with these folks as we have.

We do-not have a long-range cruise
- missile and we probably will not have
one after the START Treaty.

The distinguished Senator from
Tennessee has been an expert in this
field and an observer. Negotiators

, ~have already agreed, in the initial
START talks, that all ALCM’s will be’

-considered nuclear. So that is already
out of the window.

The negotiators have agreed already
on that point. The launch of an ALCM
or SL.CM must be perceived by the So-
viets as a nuclear strike, a problem
which would not exist urider an effec-
tive verification regime over conven-
tional ground-launched cruise missiles.

Incidentally, the Soviets asked us
earlier this year to get together with
them on a verification regime for the
cruise missile, and we declined. We will
go into this in depth a little later. We
were told that what we could do was to
have a helicopter come with a radi-
ation sensor over a ship, over the air-
field, over the planes, and they could
tell, in a verifiable manner, whether
the missiles were nuclear or conven-
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tional. We refused. We were not going
to take them up on that.

A man convinced against his will is
of the same opinion still. But the fact
is that we can differentiate between
nuclear and conventional cruise mis-
siles. Nuclear cruise missiles have a
different signature, they have a differ-
ent support, they have a different
transport, they have a different infra-
structure. They have different securi-
ty personnel handling nuclear as com-
pared to conventional.

This Senator cannot say that he is
100 percent proof-positive, but I am
reasonably confident that, yes, there
can be a verification regime worked
out that would allow us to retain con-
ventional cruise missiles. We have
made other mutual accommodations.
Shevardnadze, the Foreign Affairs
Minister, recommended that we get to-
gether in Geneva on this issue, and we
declined. We said, “No, that can’t be
done.” .

So, with respect to the fact that the
air-launched cruise missiles and the
sea-launched cruise missiles in the
START Treaty will take care of this
particular defect in the INF Treaty—
not so at all. They cannot hide behind
that. .

I know. that those who have not
studied the record before the Foreign
Relations Committee and those who
have not studied the record before the
Armed Services Committee would
say—and I have had several Senators,
in trying to discuss this point, say—
“Well, what is all the fuss about? We

don’t give up the ALCM’s; we don’t

give up the SLCM’s; so we still have a
cruise missile, be it air- or sea-
launched.” . ’

They have not thought about a sub-
marine, for example. If we have a sea-
launched cruise missile of a conven-
tional nature, it takes a lot of fuel just
.to get the missile up to the surface.
That reduces the range of the missile
so the sub has to be closer to the
Soviet Union; and you do not just
move those ships around, with all the
-antiship capability that the Soviets
have on hand. ' -

So, you really are begging the ques-
tion when you just shrug your shoul-

. der and say, “Well, the committees
have agreed. Why can’t you? The
President has agreed. Why can’t you?”
or, “We don’t have to agree to elimi-
nate the cruise in the START Treaty,
so don’t worry about it.”

We cannot, and we should not hide
behind that, and we should face our
basic responsibility. That was the
basic responsibility we faced in the
very first debate with respect to SALT
I. We were concerned then about our
superiority of technology.

We are going to get into a debate
later on with respect to that issue. We
were concerned at the time of SALT I
about going forward with our superior-
ity in research and development. The
Jackson amendment was agreed to
during SALT.

\
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I want to divert a minute from the
cruise missile discussion and refer to
these discussions with respect to the
treaty interpretation language. I want
to join Senator Lucar in his objection
to the inclusion in the treaty of the
Foreign Relations Committee amend-
ment because it is absolutely bad pro-
cedure.

I wish we had some contract lawyers
here who would advise their clients on
a contract. A contract is a meeting of
the minds. A ratification is just that—
a ratification of the meeting of the
minds. When we get into this dichoto-
my between the executive and the con-
gressional branches and the constitu-
tional interpretation, we are getting
into an exercise in futility with respect
to the force and effect of any treaty.

-We are getting into an exercise in fu-
tility with respect to the force and
effect of the treaty itself because a
treaty is a contract, the law of the
land.

So we can agree all day long that
this Congress meets with that Presi-
dent, but one Congress does not bind
another Congress and one President
does not bind another President. We
can set all the precedents, but they
have three books at the desk now of
precedents and we change precedents
around here quicker than the weather
changes, and more regularly. So do
not worry about that particular prece-
dent that we thought, for example, we
had with respect to the War Powers
Resolution. .

It just did not serve as precedent, did
not serve as control, was not- adhered
to even though there were three read-
ings in the House, three readings in
the Senate, a veto and the veto over-
ridden in both Houses. We still ignore
it.

I can tell you if I came in as Presi-
dent, I would not give too much seri-
ous thought to it because I would have
to go back to a fundamental on what
the other contractual party meant in
his mind.

And going right to the law of con-

tracts, the matter of the negotiation-

record or the intent of the Congress
here with respect to ratification only
takes place with respect to an ambigui-
ty under the parole evidence rule. You
first .must prove an ambiguity and if
there is one whether there was the
meeting of the minds. The point is not
what some general testified to, not
what some Secretary of State testified
to. I do not say that lightly. We listen .
to them but we hear some very
strange testimony. I heard a general
the other day say that he could distin-
guish between a conventional ground-
launched cruise missile and a sea-
launched conventional cruise missile.
If he can do it, he is a genius. He
said they had different software. They
have the exact same software once it
hits the ground and goes up and down
and around the Earth’s topography.
But here is one of the highest rank-
ing authorities that you can find with
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respect to weapons and he said he can
tell the difference. He made a mistake.
That does not bind him.

- You have to look at the mistakes
that have been made in this treaty
and, remember in a reflective way, to
fuifill ‘your responsibility as a U.S.
Senator to advise and consent.

Back to SALT I, so you can see how
history repeats itself, I am going to in-
clude the entire Jackson amendment.
We debated it at that time because of
the tremendous concern we had about
enhancing U.S. technology. We have

the same concern about our technolo-

gy lead in cruise missiles today.

I was in the tent during the negotia-
tions in August 1971 in Helsinki, Fin-
land. I met with Secretary Kissinger,
then Ambassador Gerard Smith, Paul

Nitze, Harold Brown, Gen. Royal Alli-

son, and the rest of our negotiating
team.

I was with the distinguished majori-
ty leader Senator Mansfield in the
heat of the day.and it was not about
verification. But everbody is delirious
here about verification. The .style in
- 1971 was bargaining chips, and Sena-
tors were running around knocking
over chairs and desks trying to put in
an amendment for bargaining chips,
and more.bargaining chips. It ‘assumed
the ignorance of the Soviets. And they
were counseled, and Senator Mansfield
unanimously said: )

Don’t assume that the Soviets do not
know what we have. They are more expert
than all of you in the United States Senate.
They know all the nomenclature. They
know all the weaponry. They have the best
of intelligence. They know exactly the
count, and they are not going to fall for any
such nonsense. If you need it for ;your de-
fense, then by all means include it for your
defense. But, otherwise, if you do not need
it, do not include it in the treaty and do not
get boiled up about bargaining chips. .

And then, the bottom line: Our ne-
gotiators said we have to have a real
good treaty that is balanced, verifia-
ble, equal, and stops the arms race.
And we were all very, very much im-
pressed.

Sendtor Mansfleld and I both came
back and made talks to that. effect.
However, they changed it at the last
minute and Kissinger had to negotiate
all night. This Senator had seen SALT
I as it was and then as it was present-
ed, 'so many of my colleagues and I
raised the question of its inequality
and the lack of a balanced nature. So
they called Senator Jackson who at
one point was opposing SALT I over to
the White House, and then he agreed
to support it on condition of the adop-
tion of the Jackson amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
entire Jackson amendment be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be prmted in the
RECORD, as follows:

JACKSON AMENDMENT TO SALT I, ADOPTED

56-35 ON SEPTEMBER 14, 1972

The Government and the people of the
United States ardently desire a stable inter-
national strategic balance that maintains

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

peace and deters aggression. The Congress
supports the stated policy of the United
States that, were a.more complete strategic
offensive arms agreement not achieved
within the five years of the interim agree-
ment, and were the survivability of the stra-
tegic deterrent forces of the United States
to be threatened as .a result of such-failure,
this could Jeopardlze the supreme national
interests of the United States; the Congress
recognizes the difficulty of maintaining a
stable strategic balance in a period of rapid-
ly developing technology; the Congress rec-
ognizes the principle of United States-Soviet
Union equality reflected in the antiballistic
missile treaty, and urges and requests the
President to seek a future treaty that, inter
alia, would not limit the United States to
levels of intercontinental strategic forces in-
ferior to the limits provided for the Soviet
Union; and the Congress considers that the
success of these agreements and the attain-
ment of more permanent and comprehen-
sive agreements are dependent upon the
maintenance under present world conditions
of a vigorous research and development and
modernization program as required by a
prudent strategic posture.

Mr. HOLLINGS. And I would refer
to this part. .

“The Congress recognizes the princi-
ple of United States-Soviet Union
equality reflected in the Antiballistic
Missile Treaty that is on the ABM
Treaty and urges and requests the
President to seek a future treaty that,
inter alia, would not limit the United
States to levels of intercontinental
strategic forces inferior to the limits
provided the Soviet Union, and the
Congress considers that the success of
these agreements and the attainment
of more permanent and comprehen-
sive agreements are dependent upon
the maintenance under present world
conditions of a vigorous research and
development and modernization pro-
gram as required by a prudent strate-
gic posture.” :

Mr. President, if you searched
through the record and the debate on
SALT I, you will see it was not a
lengthy debate. In fact Senator Mans-

. field kept calling for Senators to

please come to the floor. The Senator
from New York momentarily had an
understanding to the ABM Treaty por-
tion of the debate but he postured
with it and then withdrew it. Different
other comments and statements were
made. We are familiar with Mr. Buck-
ley’s comment about future technol-
ogies being restricted but, on the other
hand, Senator Fong, Senator Ful-
bright, Senator Jackson and others
had contrary statements and more
than anything else Senator Jackson in
his amendment to SALT I talked
about the attainment of a more per-
manent comprehensive agreement, it
being dependent upon the mainte-
nance under present world conditions
of a vigorous research and develop-
ment and modernization program.

Now there you are. -

Senator Jackson was thinking about
continued research and development.
The Senator from South Carolina was
thinking about continued research and
development. And the U.S. Congress,
appropriating some $50. million, the
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same Congress ratifying the ABM
Treaty, provided for .continued re-
search and development

Now, we hear some years later that
the President .is - reinterpreting the
ABM Treaty. We hear all kinds of talk
about a Sofaer doctrine. There is not
any Sofaer doctrine because we go
back to the :actual instrument—the
treaty. We will debate. this, when it
arises because I can tell you now that
debate may be cut off and I feel very
keenly about these things. That is why
I want a little preliminary shot here
this afternoon—to try to talk sense to
my colleagues. And that is everyone
connected with the ABM Treaty has
vouched for the fact that futuristics
were not controlled, that under agreed
statement D research and develop-
ment was permitted but that the de-
ployment was not. That the definition
of ABM systems in article II limited to
those systems current and in being in
1972, and there is no question about
that. You can see how article V refers
back to the systems controlled in arti-
cle II.

Regardless of this evidence, we still

_hear Garthoff quoted as saying the fu-

tures problem was decided on Septem-
ber 15, 1971, when the Soviets agreed
to ban them as requested. by the
United States.

But that is not the case at all.
Garthoff was mistaken. I will put a list
in the RECORD now so Senators can
refer to it. I do not know when we will
ever get back to some of these, but
Senators ought to see them in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this time.
They will see that some 22 times after
the so-called fateful day of September
15 that the Soviets rejected limitations
on ABM systems and future ABM re-
search. So Garthoff is dead wrong.

‘There is one on September 17, 1971,
the days after Garthoff said the door
was closed that ended it all. He is abso-
lutely mistaken on that score.

On September 17,  there was a
Smith-Semenov discussion; on Septem-
ber 20, 1971, Garthoff himself “stated
that there would remain seven points
of differences, including a provision to
cover future ‘unconventional’ ABM
systems.” Garthoff wrote a letter to
the Washington Post defending his
mistake. I wrote a letter showing
where he had contradicted himself in
his own record. But, of course, the

‘Washington Post was not interested in

that. There has been a one-sided
debate here on the ABM Treaty dis-
pute. )
That is why I take the opportunity
to speak on the floor and to make it
absolutely understood that I am not
going to let this one pass in the night.
It is bad for the U.S. Senate and the
security of this country. It is bad for
constitutional law and it is bad for re-
lations between the executive and the
legislative branches. We are being told
time and again in editorials that a re-
interpretation attempt by President
Reagan called the Sofaer doctrine has
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been trapped off base. They are total-
1y wrong on that score.

I could take this case to any court of

law right up to the Supreme Court. I
have been tempted to get some public
interest group to do it, because this in-
terpretation exercise is all politics. I
disagree completely with the chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, and
others on this and, incidentally, very
few of the colleagues have looked at
the record—less than 20 percent of the
Senators. Their view is “I go along
with my chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and give him his day
on that and then I get what I want.”
To get along, you go along. That is un-
derstandable.
- I have tremendous respect for the
.distinguished Senator from Georgia,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, but he is totally off base
on this one.

Listen to this statement. November
:tso 1971, Shchukin—a Soviet negotia-

or:

The Soviet side cannot recognize as well-
founded the proposal of the U.S. involving
an obligation not to deploy ABM systems
using devices other than * * * missiles,
launchers, radars. The subject of a Treaty
(Agreement) could only be a specific and
concrete limitation of ABM systems.

These were described in article II of
the Treaty. In the interest of saving
time, .I ask wnanimous consent that
the 22 times the Soviets rejected the
prohibition on future ABM systems
subsequent to the September 15, 1971
-date be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SOVIET REJECTIONS OF LIMITATIONS ON Fyu-
* TURISTIC ABM SYSTEMS SUBSEQUENT TO

SEePT. 15, 1971

1. September 17, 1971. Smith: * * * had

- the feeling that the Soviet position on Arti-
cle 2 reflected a desire that nothing be done
to prejudice the Soviet position on the issue

- treated in paragraph 1 of Article 6.

. Semenov: * * * bearing in mind that lnclu-
sion of uncertainties in an agreement would
surely lead to all sorts of misunderstandings
in the future. * * * with reference to the
U.S. position on Article VI * * * he would
not care to say any-more. * * * this problem
would be kept in his field of vision. * * * for
the next Vienna phase. '

2. September 20, 1971. Garthoff: stated
there would remain seven points of differ-
ence including a provision to cover future
“unconventional” ABM systems. * * *

3. November 30, 1971. Shchukin: * * * the
Soviet side cannot recognize as well-founded
the proposal of the U.S. involving an obliga-
tion not to deploy ABM systems using de-

. vices other than missiles, launchers, radars.
The subject of a Treaty (Agreement) could
only be a specific and concrete limitation of
ABM systems. * * *

4. December 7, 1971. Garthoff: On Article
V, both sides reiterated the strong positions
which they hold on the question of the
paragraph relating to future systems. * * *
Kishilov and Grinevsky flatly asserted that
they were certain there would be no change
in the position on the Soviet side.

"~ 5. December 10, 1971. Brown: The Soviet
side has objected to limits on possible future
*ABM ‘systems on the basis that such sys-

' tems are defined only in general terms. -
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“for the suggested separate agreed under-

6. December 14, 1971. Nitze: noted in'con-
nection with Shchukin's comments * * * on

future systems he had emphasized the inap- -

propriateness of thls subject for treaty lan-
guage. L

7. December 14, 1971. Semenov: Although
Dr. Brown said that the question of future
ABM systems, which do not include launch-
ers, radars, and interceptors. * * * I would
like to ask what this is all about in concrete

terms. In what does the U.S. side see a,

danger in the absence of a provision on this
account in the treaty? If these systems
cannot be defined now, except that they are
not something known today, and, at the
same time, the draft treaty includes a
number of clear limitations and constraints
not to deploy territorial ABM systems, not
to give the capability for rapid reload, etc.,
is it not sufficient to have such limitations?
To be sure, including in the treaty a provi-
sion covering something that is not known
cannot be justified by any considerations,
and therefore this propositlon cannot be the
subject of a treaty.

8. December 17, 1971. Garthoff: On future
ABM systems, I suggested to Kishilov the
possibility of a new approach to meeting the
issue. Perhaps it would be possible to have a
clear and explicit understanding, for exam-
ple, in an agreed minute, that neither side
would deploy a future ABM system or com-
ponents without prior consultation and
mutual agreement in the Standing Consult-
ative Commission.,

9. December 17, 1971, Garthoff: Grinevsky
referred to the conversation I had had that
morning with Kishilov concerning a possible
alternative approach to handling future
‘ABM systems. * * * handling these matters
through the Standing Consultative Commis-
sion, rather than through explicit treaty
provisions, offered a possible resolution to
our differences.

10. December 20, 1971. Semenov: * * * sup-
pose that the draft treaty had a provision
on limiting systems other than those now
known which use interceptors and launch-
ers such a provision would create the
grounds for endless arguments, uncertain-
ties. He asked if the goal of the two Delega-
tions isn’t just the opposite, that is to reach
agreement on limiting known ABM systems,
certainly such limitations on known ABM
systems constitute a factor for relaxing

- international tension and curbing the race

in strategic arms and limiting them. How
then could an ABM treaty include a provi-
sion about whose content the sides do not
have the vaguest notion? Could the sides in-
clude in an ABM treaty the unknown with-
out risk of making the treaty indefinite and
amorphous? The sides cannot and must not
engage in discussion of questions not known
to anyone. The task faced by the two sides
is to erect reliable barriers against deploy-
ment of known ABM components in excess
of the levels defined by the ABM treaty. If
it should appear necessary to supplement
the ABM treaty by a provision prohibiting
or limiting other ABM components in addi-
tion to those now known, this,can be done
in accordance with the procedures provided
for in the provision on review.

11. December 20, 1971. Grinevsky: raised
the question of dealing with future ABM
systems through statements on the record. *
L

Garthoff: noted that the suggestion he
had advanced in this respect was for an
agreed minute; there must be a clear agreed
mutual understanding that, prior to any de-
ployment of future systems there would be
consultation and agreement in the Standing
Consultative Commission.

12. December 21, 1971, Grinevsky. asked if
the American side had proposed language
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standing on future ABM systems.

Garthoff: said he could provide an illus-
trative draft statement as a possible solu-
tion to the impasse over the American pro-
posal for a third paragraph in Article V.-
The Soviet. Delegation has said on several
occasions that it is opposed to the proposal
by the United States to include a provision
in the. ABM agreement prohibiting ABM
systems in the future which would use de-
vices -other than ABM interceptor missiles,
ABM launchers, or ABM radars to perform
the functions of those components. In order

" to contribute to negotiating progress, while

maintaining our basic position on this
matter, the U.S. side is willing to drop Arti-
cle V(3) if there is clear agreed understand-
ing as part of the negotiating record. An
Agreed Minute could read as follows:

The Parties agree that the deployment
limitations undertaken in Article I and Arti-
cle III are not to be circumvented by deploy-
ment of components other than ABM inter-
ceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM
radars for countering strategic ballistic
missles in flight trajectory. They agree that
if such components are developed and the
question of deployment arises, neither side
will initiate such deployment without prior
consultation and agreement in the Standing
Consultative Commission.

13. January 11, 1972. Shchukin: The
Soviet side continues to believe that only
quite specific ABM system components of
which each side had a clear idea could be in-
cluded in an ABM treaty . . . For this reason
the Soviet delegation continues to consider
this point “not suitable” for inclusion in the
draft ABM treaty we were negotiating.

Nitze: said he had understood from
Shchukin’s remarks that he believed that if
ABM components other than radars, inter-
ceptors and launchers were developed, they
could appropriately be the subject of con-
sultations under Article XIII. However, if
such components were developed and could,
in fact, be deployed in a manner to circum-
vent the specific limitations of Article III of
the treaty, would it not be appropriate that
they also be subject to agreement between
our Governments?

14, January 11, 1972, Grinevsky: said that
the treaty referred to ABM systems which
were defined in Article IL It could not deal
with unknown other systems.

Garthoff: challenged this interpretation
on two grounds: first, the treaty dealt not
only with ABM systems compromising com-
ponents identified in Article II, but all ABM
systems; second, the issue did not concern
“other” systems but rather future ABM sys-
tems. However, what Garthoff was referring
to—and what the U.S. was particularly con-
cerned about—was precisely ABM systems
and components of some new kind in the
future. Garthoff repeated his reference to
laser ABM interceptors as an example. . . .

15. January 14, 1972. Trusov: affirmed the
Soviet position that it is premature to dis-
cuss limiting systems which are now non-
existent, and that if and when such systems
appear then limitation would be subject to
discussion under the provisions of Articles
XIII and XIV of the Draft ABM Treaty.

16. January 14, 1972. Shchukin: said he
had a very brief comment to make. At the
January 11 meeting, Mr. Nitze had asked
the question whether so-called “‘other ABM
means” would be a subject not only for ap-
propriate consultation but also for agree-
ment. Both sides agree that they should
assume obligations not to deploy ABM sys-
tems excepts as provided in Article III of
the draft ABM: Treaty. In order.to insure
implementation of this provision of the
Treaty, the sides could, in the event of the
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emergence of ABM systems constructed on
the basis of other physical principles, fur-

in accordance with Articles XIIT and XIV of
the draft ABM Treaty.

17. January 14, 1972. Grinevsky: produced .

a Soviet draft, based closely upon (but not
identical with) the statement made in the
meeting that morning by Academician
Shchukin. The statement read:

“With a view to ensuring the implementa-
tion of the provisions contained in Articles I
and III of the Treaty on the limitation of
ABM systems, the Parties agree that in the
event of the emergence of ABM systems
based on other principles questions of their
limitation may be discussed further in ac-
cordance with Articles XIII and XIV of the
ABM Treaty.”

18. January 26, 1972. Grinevsky: in re-
sponse ‘to the latest proposed U.S. language
on the Agreed Interpretive Statement on
future ABM systems strongly urged that
the American side not pursue this proposed
addition, i.e., a clause reading-to perform
the functions of ABM interceptor missiles,
ABM launchers, or ABM radars. He also
commented that his side had now accepted
the earlier American formulation complete-
ly, and in fact had accepted the American
position on the subject entirely, save only
that it would be a jointly agreed interpreta-
tion rather than a paragraph in the treaty.

DRAFT INTERPRETIVE STATEMENT OF FUTURE

ABM SYSTEMS

In order to insure fulfillment of the obli-
gation not to deploy ABM system compo-
nents except as provided in ‘Article IIT of
the Treaty, it is agreed that in the event
ABM system components other than ABM
interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or
ABM radars are created in the future, spe-
cific limitations on such system components
would be subject to discussion in accordance
with Article XIII and agreement in accord-
ance with-Article XIV of the Treaty.

19. January 31, 1972, Garthoff: I suggested
that perhaps we need a fresh approach, first
survey the problem and see if we agreed on
the substance of the matter—which I be-
lieved we did—and then find appropriate
language to express this agreed position.
Grinevsky saw that I was speaking from
prepared notes and seemed interested. I
thereupon gave him a copy . . . after reading
the talking points, Grinevsky said that he
believed there was complete agreement.

Garthoff talking points:

It is understood that both sides agree
that:

1. ABM systems and their components, as
defined in Article II, should not be deployed
except as provided for in Article III.

2. The deployment of ABM system compo-
nents other than ABM interceptor missiles,
launchers, or radars to perform the func-
tions of those components is banned.

3. Devices other than ABM interceptor
missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars
could be used as adjuncts to an ABM system
provided that the devices could not perform
the functions of and substitute for ABM in-
terceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM
radars. For example, a telescope could be
deployed as an adjunct to an ABM ssystem,
whereas a laser for performing the function
of an interceptor missile by rendering inef-
fective a strategic ballistic missile in flight
trajectory could not be deployed.

4. Article III should be drafted so as not to
permit the deployment of devices other
than ABM interceptor missiles, ABM
launchers, or ABM radars to substitute for
and perform their functions.

5. If such devices are created in the
future, their deployment could be provided
for by limitations subject to discussion in ac-
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.cordance with Article XIII and agreement
X “.in-accordance with Article XIV.
ther discuss the question of their limitation ..

20. February 1, 1972. Allison: I observed

.-that both sides have had a clear understand-

ing for some time that within the context of
our negotiations when we speak of an ABM
system we are referring to a system made up
of three components—ABM launchers, ABM
interceptor missiles, and ABM radars. We
also appear to agree that substituting a dif-
ferent component for one of these three in
the future would result in a “future” or
“other” ABM system. It seems that our Del-
egations should be able to agree on a set of
words for the interpretive statement.

21. Pebruary 1, 1972, Nitze: It seemed to
me to be most likely that if something new
were to become possible in the future, that
this would be of such a nature as to substi-
tute for either launchers or interceptors or

“radars, but not for all three.

Shchukin: said that if a new system were
developed which could substitute either for

radars or. for interceptor/launchers, this

would be a new system and, as such, subject
to Articles XIII and XIV.

22. Pebruary 1, 1872. Garthoff: Grinevsky
called to say that he believed his Delegation
could accept the propesal if the words
“based on other physical principles and”
were included before the phrase “including
components.”

AGREED STATEMENT D TO THE TREATY

In order to insure fulfillment of the obli-
gation not to deploy ABM systems and their
components except as provided in Article III

-of the Treaty, the Parties agree that in the

event ABM systems based on other physical
principles and including components capa-
ble of substituting for ABM interceptor mis-
siles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are
created in.the future, specific limitations on
such systems and their components would
be subject to discussion in accordance with
Article XIII and agreement in accordance
with Article XIV of the Treaty.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Presiding Officer not ob-
jecting.

On December 10, later Secretary
Brown said:

The Soviet side has objected to limits on

‘possible future ABM systems.

They go down, again and again and
again.

On December 17—Garthoff himself:

On future ABM systems, I suggested to

‘Kishilov the possibility of 2 new approach

to meeting the issue.

This is Garthoff, who said it was set-
tled on September 15 talking on De-
cember 17:

Grinevsky referred to the conversation I
had had that morning with Kishilov con-
cerning a possible alternative gpproach to
handling future ABM systems. . . .

Says who? Garthoff. Garthoff, that

-is who I am ‘quoting there.

You can go right through December
20; December 21, again Garthoff is
quoted there. January 11, 1972; Janu-

ary 14; right on down'the line.

You can see even on January 31,
1972, Garthoff:

I suggested that perhaps we need a fresh
approach, first survey the problem and see
if we agreed on the substance of the
matter—which I believed we did—and then
find appropriate language to express this
agreed position. Grinevsky saw that I was
speaking from prepared notes and seemed
interested. I thereupon gave him a copy

. after reading the talking points, Grin-
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evsky said that he believed there was com-
plete agreement.

‘And the talking point was from Jan-
uary 26, 1972, of a draft interpretive
statement on future ABM systems.

This is how we finally said they
agreed on future systems.

On February 1, General Allison:

I observed ‘that both sides have had a’

" clear understanding for some time that

within the context of our negotiations when
we speak of an ABM system we are refer-
ring to & system made up .of three compo-
nents—AB launchers, ABM interceptor
missiles, and ABM radars. We.also appear-to
agree that substituting a different compo-
nent for one of these three in the future
would result in a “future” or “other” ABM

.system,

That word “future”.is:in quotes and
“other” is in quotes.

It seems that . . . our Delegatlons should
be able to agree on a set of words for the in-
terpretive statement.

February 1, Nitze is'quoted. And on
February 1, Garthoff is quoted:

Grinevsky called to say that he believed
his Delegation could accept the proposal if
the words ‘“‘based on other physical princi-
ples and” were included before the phrase

“including components.”

And then they quote Agreed State-
ment D.
Now, that was not an elaboration,

but a prolonged 6 month dialog, going

round and round, trying to get the So-
viets tied down. And there was a con-

.stant Soviet position, as appears in the

treaty itself, because the agreed state-
ments are part of that treaty, that

-clearly allows the research and testing

of future systems. So Agreed State-
ment D is how futuristic systems are
controlled, because they could not
know what they were and definitely

:control all aspects at them. You can

‘have research, you can have develop-
ment.

And, Mr. President, when this par-
ticular issue arose, what happened?
They went back in the most methodi-
cal way. Let me cite to you from
memory.

The went back through the different
records made. And if you go back, I
will show you several quotes by Am-
bassador Gerard Smith that futuristic
systems were not barred by ABM, and
that we could research and test. There
is no question about it. He said so in
his book “Double Talk.” When he
comes up and he writes the story of
the SALT I and the ABM Treaties, he
quotes categorically that they are still
allowed in that particular book. .

So we have the chief arms negotia-
tor bound by his record that futuristic
could be researched and could be
tested.

Going on to Ambassador Nitze—and
no one questions his integrity :and his
ability. He studied it at length and
came and testified under -oath that
there is no question that the research,
and testing, of futuristic systems is.
provided for in the ABM Treaty, that
it is not barred.
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We then go to General Allison, and
he testified for it. We go to Secretary
Kissinger, who was part of it. And I
can give you his statement to that
effect. We can go to Harold Brown,
who was later Secretary of Defense. In
his report to the Arms Control and
- Disarmament Agency, as Secretary of
Defense, dated September 1977, he
said that testing and development is
aliowed. .

You go to different witnesses, the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs at that
particular time, Admiral Moorer. Ev-
eryone involved said you could do it.

I have found no Senator on the floor
who participated in the 1972 treaty
ratification, of which I am one, who
said he was misled. Yet we got into a
terrible disugreement last year 6n how
we had caught Judge Sofaer in a little
trick for the Department of State
where they were going to reinterpret.

I can even show you the quote from
Izvestia, the Soviet newspaper, where
Karpov is gquoted in May of last year
saying that we could research, test and
develop future systems. Of course, the
United States has foreclosed that par-
ticular debate until now by saying that
~ we are not going to appropriate funds;
we are not going to do it. That is the
will of the Senate, but let us not cover
that will of the Senate under a subter-

fuge of being loyal to a treaty or re-

sponsive to what was agreed to; we are
bound and cannot provide otherwise.

That is totally wrong. It should be
noted somewhere in the CONGRESSION-
AL RECORD someplace in history when
they write about this argument, about
the meaning of words, that no games
were being played.

There is a genuine feeling among
those of us who voted in support of
that treaty that we wanted to make
sure. But with respect to technical
matters and the meaning of contracts
and treaties, that is what I am refer-
ring to.

You can meke mistakes. This Sena-
tor has”made them many times, and
you have to go back to the treaty itself
and its record and the negotiating
record thereupon.

I will never forget at the time I
learned about SALT and what it stood

for. I was told SALT stood for “Stop

America’s Lead in Technology.”

We do not have as many troops as
the Soviets, and we cannot prevail
against them one on one. The only
way we maintain our security, the only
way we maintain the freedom of the
free world is through our supriority in
technology. We never can give it up.
That is why it is part and parcel of the
Jackson amendment in SALT I and a
forewarning, an agreement made with
respect to the ABM Treaty.

The Congress provided for it.

Now we have a small group and staff
who wants to get us into a huge argu-
ment about what the smeaning of
words are, and whatever the President
says he is bound by.

We are all in a political forum, and I
do not believe we want to bind our-
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selves. We are, by our words, bound,
obviously, in politics, and there is no
question about that.

~ What we have, in essence, today is a

big debate. If the desire is to limit the
time so we can have the INF Treaty
ratified by the time President Reagan
is in Moscow, I suggest that the For-
eign Relations CoOmmittee amendment
be set aside permanently.

Going to the Senate Armed Services
Committee report on the INF Treaty,
it puts Ambassador Nitze providing
the following summary explanation of
the President’s decision:

Given we have protected ourselves on the
air and sea variants and we had no current
requirements for conventionally-armed INF
GLCM, we then had to weigh the potential
benefits of protecting this option against
the verification difficulties inherent in dis-
tinguishing between nuclear znd conven-
tional-armed GLCM’s. The .U.S. Govern-
ment had been unable to develop, and the

- Soviet Union had not put forth, a regime to

verify effectively the differences between
the two types. Thus, rather than permit
Soviet conventionally-armed GLCM's, all
the while having to assume for military
planning purposes that each Soviet GLCM
was capable of delivering nuclear weapons,
the President decided to ban =all INF
GLCM’s. -

So what they did is really put it off
on two scores. One was verification,
the other was no need. On the basis of
no need in the Pentagon, they went
along with it and then talked in a gen-
eral sense about the advantage to the
Soviets. There can be no advantage.

Let me begin to close here for a
minute, and then I will debate anyone
who wants to discuss it. I want to
bring before the U.S. Senate the clear-
cut initention of -the treaty itself with
respect to what we are agreeing to.
You can see why I make the emphasis
that there is no need for the-Soviets to
have a conventional ground launched
cruise missile within the range of 500
to 5,500 kilometers.

Rather, there is a need, for it if
NATO is going to correct the imbal-
ance of conventional forces between
the Alliance and the Warsaw Pact, as
a matter of ‘basic defense and in order
to raise the nuclear threshold.

We have on this particular map of.

Europe Mr. President, which I will
elaborate on further at the time my
amendment is debated, the territory
covered by both United States and
Soviet - short-range missiles allowed
under the treaty.

We can see that our arsenal covers
mainly a few hundred kilometexs_ or 56
into East Germany. That is about all
we can hit. We can hit some down in
Romania if we are going to attack Ro-
mania or Yugoslavia. I do not think we
are going to do that. What this shows
is we have agreed we will not reach
the Soviet mainlanid short of an ail-out
nuclear attack. We are no threat what-
soever.

We have surrendered all capability
for hitting the Soviet Union with a
conventional weapon. Oh, yes, we have
nuclear. All of us in this room, I hope,
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are trying to forestail any idea of
going nuclear.

So let us zero in on exactly what we
are talking about. We cannot go con-
ventional at all, whereas conventional-
1y we see now that the Soviets can do.
The red is the extent of their coverage
and they can hit all essential airfields
except in England. All of the troops
that we have in West Germany,
Greece, Turkey, and the low countries.
All the forward troops that the Turks
Greeks, French, and Italians have are
within range, of allowable Soviet
short-range missiles. We forsake a
deep-strike capability putting” key
Soviet and pact military targets at
risk—and the Soviets can still hit us at
will.

At this particular point, let me turn
to the SCUD an allowable, Soviet,
short-range missile. If you remember,
it is suppose to have a range less than
300 miles in 500 kilometers. The Sovi-
ets gave that to the Iragis, and the
Iraqis fired it. They were absolutely
amazed it went 600 miles or about
1,000 kilometers all the way to Iran. It
went double what they said it would.

That is the kind of game the Soviets
are talking about when they talk
short-range. This map shows the
range coverage agreed .upon, not what
we know in the real world about their
SCUD’s.

I can say, the first thing any Soviet
commander who is worth his salt will
do is cover all the ports and all the air-
fields with a chemical attack. Who is
going to land in the middle of that?
We are not prepared to do it. We do
not have the equipment. We do not
have the tralmng, we are not going to -
land there.

Thisis a vulnerabihty, and the Sena-
tor from South Carolina is dreadfully
concerned about the seriousness of it.

So the Soviets can cover essentially
everything of significant importance
in NATO except England and south-
ern Italy.

I was amused again when the admin-
istration tried to think of -another
excuse for abandoning conventional
GLCM’s by turning to chemicals.
When they came to that, they said:
“Well, if we give them a conventional
ground launched cruise missile, they
could start”’—start? Where are they
talking from? Where have they been?
Wake up, America. The Soviets are
using chemicals. They have used it in
Southeast . Asia. They have a tremen-
dous supply of it. The Iragis are using
chemicals. We have a marginal supply
for upgrading what we have in order
to make our chemicals safe; the
binary.

We sit around like we are in control
of the world, that if we do not have it,
they will not have it.

Well, that is fanciful and totally spu-
rious in nature. They have chemicals.
They are trained for them and they
can put chemical warheads on numer-
ous missiles and shells right now. Yet,
the JCB8 ‘testifies, “We don’t have a
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present requirement. If you give it to

the Soviets, it would enhance their

chemicals. This would -enhance’ their
chemicals but. it is an unneeded en-
hancement.” Who said the enhance-

: . ment is needed when they. already

" " haveit?

‘We _have 681,000 . troops, United

,St,ates DOD. civxlla.ns, and dependents
. in Europe, over 550,000 of which are
~ covered - by treaty allowable Soviet

short-range missiles. So what we have

" stopped in the -treaty is a limited
..number of nuclear warheads and the

ability to redress the imbalance in con-

V .- ventional forces—all the exposing our-

selves to obliteration. But we say to
the Germans to give up the Pershing

. I's because we are behind you 100 per-

cent and we are going to beef up our
conventional strength. And then in
the same breath, we decimate in per-

petuity, forever and ever—this is a
-binding
- ground-launched cruise missile. Our
-equalizer, if you please, for the imbal-
~ance of conventional forces between

treaty—the conventional

Warsaw and the NATO allies in
Europe.

That is the real consxderatlon before
us. Every Senator here agrees that he
does not want to go nuclear. Every

Senator here agrees that he wants to .

beef up our conventional forces. And
every Senator agrees that it must be
affordable. Much of what you and I

~ want we cannot afford; the expense of
-this modern-day technology is just ab-

solutely outrageous. Take the Stealth
bomber. The Air Force estimated the
cost last week at about $400 million
for one plane. They want 132 of them.
If we just reduce that by 10 still have
132—we could provide nearly 3,000
highly accurate, devastating, conven-
tional, ground-launched cruise mis-
siles. These missiles are not like pilots

" that can get drunk on Saturday night.

They do not cause any environmental
damage, do not need any family, on
the support and training base and all
of those other things that cost money.
They are easily placed; they are easily

. delivered; they are easily moved; they

are easily defended, they are easily af-
forded; and they are easily verified if
we can have the Soviets come and in-
spect at any time. We want them to
know that they are not nuclear and if
they do not even give us verification of
their cruise missiles we can assume
they get double the number, 6,000 and
we can assume that they all have nu-
clear warheads. So what? If they go
that route, we go to MX, Minuteman

.. IIT’s, Trident, and the world is ended

anyway.

What I am talking about is real de-
fense. So do not give me the bum’s
rush here about backing the Presi-
dent. I have backed him more than

. those who are complaining we should
. back him on this. I can tell you cate-
. gorically we have a serious advise and

consent responsibility. But what we
are doing is for show business. Sure,

we can.do our.duty. We can. back off. .

It is not simply:a question of affording
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or actually deploying -conventional:

ground-launched cruise missiles, " be-
cause if you don't you then begin the

decoupling of West Germans from the

NATO alliance.

Margaret Thatcher in England says,
“I am going to keep my Tridents even
though I have only a few.” She cor-
rected President Reagan. She did not
say, “Let’s get along with the Presi-
dent.” She said, “I absolutely disagree
with his statement at Reykjavik and
under no circumstances am I giving up
my nuclear deterrent. And to prove it,
I am ordering more Tridents. She has
had the character to correct that par-
ticular Reykjavik mistake made by our
distinguished President. Why not us?
We have corrected him on clean air.
We have corrected him on environ-
ment. We have corrected him on high-
ways. We have corrected him on trade,
we have corrected him on South
Africa. But when we come down to our
national security, we all dance around
the fire in a love-in with Gorbachev.
We have to listen to lectures about
how the Soviets are going broke. I
never heard sc much nonsense in my
life.

If the Soviets want to save money,

-tell. them to get out of Nicaragua.

They spent $5 billion in the last 7
years there. We could only get $231
million to the contrary. And they
wonder why we are losing down there.
We have a Bay of Pigs in slow motion
in Central America. No one is taking
the responsibility. Everyone wants to
have a grand show. Everyone wants to
know what Mrs. Reagan is going to
wear. Everyone wants to know are
they going to see this and how they
will act and will they have shower cur-
tains and everything else of that pre-
posterous nature.

It is one grand party. It is sort of a
security Mardi Gras. But no one in the
Senate is paying attention. If the Sovi-
ets are going broke, tell them to save
money in Nicaragua. Tell them to save
the $6 billion a year they spend in
Cuba. I can balance their budget.
Make me chairman of the Soviet
budget committee. I will show them
how to build up their economy with
perestroika. Tell them to save the
money they have put in Southeast
Asia, in Cambodia and Laos. The Chi-
nese have been telling them that. Tell
them to save the money in Afghani-
stan. They have not withdrawn. They
are putting on a good show. I hope it
follows through. I have my doubts.
Tell them to save the money in
Yemen, billions there, in Somalia, in
Ethiopia. Tell them to save money in
Angola. We can go all around the

“world into different places where they

are spending a fortune. “Dictatorships
march while the democracies debate,”
said John F. Kennedy over 40 years
ago in his treatise, “While America
Sleeps ”

“(Ms. MIKUISKI
Chair.)

.Mr. HOLLINGS. We are not to dlS-
agree anymore while America per-

assumed the
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forms. The news media, Madam Presi- -
~dent, has taken over, and we all are -
“performers now, or else you do not "

survive in the body.' So we cannot
really debate, we cannot really listen,

we cannot hear the points being made.
All we know is that we can easily and
politically hide behind this one. The

‘committees of Congress have checked

it out first. The President has agreed.
So what is your beef? Let us get on TV

.and talk: Oh, yes, we are gomg to not

agree to limiting the cruise in START.
Well, I have covered it. Oh, yes, we are
going to beef up our conventional, we
have to have a sharing of the burden.
That’s what all Presidential candi-
dates say. We tried that 10 years ago
under Jimmy Carter with a 3-percent
real growth agreement—but our allies
would not take us up on the 3 percent.
They would not spend it. We have
spent more than that under President
Reagan—up to 7 percent of our. GNP,
but we have tried to act like the Gov-
ernment just started because Reagan
came to town. We have been trying to
get more burden sharing. But we have
not been able to persuade them to do
it. And now, Reaganomics is stopping
us from spending to the levels that are
needed. .

And here when we get a chance to
logically and reasonably provide our-
selves with our superiority of technol-
ogy—with a defense that raises the nu-
clear umbrella—we bug out in a stam-
pede about get it done by Friday night
so we can all leave. The President’s
show is on in Moscow and we can all
go our merry way. Do not let me say
on Friday night, or in the middle of
the night Saturday or whenever we go,
that it is a disgrace. I am willing to
listen. If I am mistaken, come on the
floor and tell me where I misquoted. 1
have not. I have been careful. Tell me
where I have misled. I have tried not
to.

I have tried to bring irito issue this
particular item so we can get the at-
tention because everybody now has
been going off in a stampede of trying
to get cloture, and stop any kind of
debate with respect to the treaty
itself, |

I can guarantee you this from my
experience. If we had a Democrat in
the White House, this treaty would
never be ratified. I know that. The
Senate knows that. I think we ought
to slow down and sober up. I know
good and well if the Armed Services
Committee would carry through as it
did under SALT II when it rejected
that treaty that we could correct this
terrible flaw in INF. That’s what hurts
the alliance—killing our superior tech-

' nology. But we are ready and prepared

to do it; because we are told it would
hurt the alliance more if the treaty is
rejected than if the treaty is accepted.
But you hfve. to look at the overall
picture, and relations between the two
superpowers. I will agree with that.
But with respect to this one particu-

lar item, they cannot pléad that. The - -
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alliance would agree to it. They have
already agreed. We have them de-
ployed there now. It would save them
troops. It would ‘save those particular
leaders. That is why the French got

ou} of NATO because our troops were.

there causing them a domestic politi-
cal problem. I think, if 40 years later I
had some British troops still stationed
in downtown Charleston, SC, I could
run on the basis of getting rid of the
British and get elected. And I think
that is how we got here—by getting rid
of the British.

So do not act like we do not under-

stand it. The conventional GLCM was
lost because of the tragic testimony of
the Joint Chiefs, that they had no re-
quirement for it when he Defense
Service Board and every other internal
expert group study shows just the op-
posite.

The fact is they do have a require-
ment. They just did not pay any atten-
tion to it. They did not counsel with
our NATO commander. They certainly
did .not counsel with Gen. Bernie
Rogers who had been there for about
8 years—all the time this treaty was
being negotiated. They would have
found a different situation because
they know, Rogers and all the com-
manders like Al Haig and others being
there know, the difficult of domestic
politics in Western Europe. It is very,
very difficult to hold the line with re-
spect to all the particular pressures—
whether political, economic, environ-
mental, or peace pressures. We all un-
dersta.nd those.

Let us not give up this one on the
basis it can be repaired because it
cannot. On the contrary, it sets the
worst possible precedent and is already
accepted as a precedent by the nego-
tiators on START. Do not come to the
floor and say it can be repaired in
START.

So there we are. I am going to yield
the floor, Mr. President, in just a
second. I want to thank my colleagues
for their indulgence and the chance to
be heard at least momentarily this
afternocon. But I wanted to get into
this and the various points that are
beginning to hide the President’s
agreement. “You have to not embar-
rass him.” Let us stop that, and let us
look at exactly what we are doing.
This treaty can be ratified. But we
must not in perpetuity ratify the
elimination of our superiority in tech-
nology and begin the dismantlement
of the NATO alliance which we most
assuredly will be doing with this one.

I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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‘'The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it.is.so ordered.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, the
treaty on the elimination of intermedi-
ate-range and shorter range missiles,
or the INF Treaty, is an-important po-

litical victory for NATOQO. The actual
-contribution to alliance security is

modest, and its long-term implications
are unclear. Nevertheless, I support
this treaty enthusiastically and I will
vote to ratify it. But I also believe that
the case for the INF Treaty is not self-
evident, and that it is important for
each of us not only to have thought
through to cur convictions but also to
share our thoughts with each other
and with the public. That is the pur-
pose of my remarks today.

Mr. President, let me begin by sum-
marizing a little of the history of the
INF Treaty, since it contains some les-

-sons that are important for us.

You will recall, Madam President,
that even after détente between the
Soviet Union and the United States
began to fade in the early 1970’s, it
continued to flourish for some time in
Europe. Our allies eagerly pursued
every avenue toward better relations
with the Soviet Union, backing up
their efforts by encouraging véry large
flows of trade and credit. For opti-
mists it seemed only a matter of time
before the military competition be-
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact
would begin to ease, as a logical conse-
quence of the -dramatic improvement
in political relations.

Time passed, however, with no indi-
cations that the Soviets were ready to
moderate their pursuit of military
power. Meanwhile, by the mid 1970’s,
a sequence of very blunt Soviet moves
in the Middle East and in Africa began
to suggest the need for a much more
guarded assessment of Soviet inten-
tions. It was against this background
of growing uneasiness that word came
from intelligence services, of the devel-
opment of a very impressive new
Soviet weapon: the SS-20 intermediate
range ballistic missile. :

The SS-20 would be able to cover all
of NATO, including the United King-
dom, from launch points well within
the Soviet Union. It would be a solid
fuel missile, about to be launched
without lengthy advance preparations,
and it would be mobile. It would also
carry three independently retargeta-
ble warheads. Finally, and this was the
most difficult fact to digest, the SS-20
would supplement hundreds of nucle-
ar warheads on older Soviet intermedi-
ate range missiles, already aimed at
targets in NATO.

That raises the. question of what

were they doing,.and why?
What could be.the point of making
the rubble bounce?

The first, and for some time the only.
clear Western explanation for the SS-.

20 came from Helmut Schmidt, the
Chancellor of the Federal Republic of
Germany. Schmidt noted that the
Soviet Union had already achieved
strategic. parity with the United
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States, and that the United States and
the Soviets were working to codify
that balance in the SALT negotia-
tions. He believed that although stra-
tegic parity was well and good, it could
have an unfortunate side effect;
namely, that parity would heighten
the risks associated with any regional
imbalance of power between the West
and the Soviet Union. With the SS-20,
Schmidf believed that the Soviet
Union was on its way toward creating
Jjust such an imbalance in the Europe-
an theater.

Schmidt never asserted that the SS-
20 by itself was proof that the Soviets
were intent upon going to war. Rather,
he argued that this missile would lend
itself very well to the Soviet Union’s
primary objectives in Europe, which—
then, as now—involve reducing confi-
dence in the United States and frag-
menting NATO, so as to advance the
growth of Soviet influence. As a
former German Minister of Defense,
Schmidt understood that the SS-20
could do this by creating a pronounced
regional nuclear superiority for the
Soviet Union, which would in turn sap
confidence in the credibility of
NATO’s own nuclear deterrent.

It followed that the West could not
afford to shrug off the deployment of
hundreds of SS-20 launchers. Al-
though Schmidt very much preferred
to deal with the problem through
arms control, he also understood that
counterdeployment of some kind
would be necessary for two reasons:
First, because the alliance then lacked
the means to respond from its own—
that is, European—soil to nuclear at-
tacks coming from the territory of the
Soviet Union; and, second, because a
strong response to the SS-20 would be
needed in order to motivate the Sovi-
ets to take Western concerns seriously.

As a matter of chance, the German
Government began to press the United
States to take action at a time when
weapons suitable for that purpose
were near at hand. Our cruise missile
program-—though initially aimed at de-
veloping ALCM’s—was perfectly
adaptable to launches from the
ground, from bases located in Europe.
Another program, for developing a re-
placement for the short-range Per-
shing I missile, turned out to be read-
ily convertible into the longer-range
Pershing 1I, through the addition of a
second stage. To its credit, however,
the Carter administration did not
jump at the opportunity to deploy
these new systems. On the contrary, it
moved in this direction only with re-

“luctance, in order to head off a major

crisis of confidence in NATO.

The decision to deploy the Pershing
II and the GLCM' occurred in 1979,
after 2 full years -of deliberation in
NATO; a decision which was accompa-
nied at once by an a.ppea.l to the Sovi- .
ets to negotiate.

This was the well- known “two-track”
strategy: to deploy and to propose ne-
gotiations.
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The Soviets, however, were clearly
not convinced that this deployment
would ever actually occur, but banked
instead on the chance that it could be
stopped by agitation in Western
Europe. :

It is best for us on this occasion to
remember and to fully appreciate,
that allied political leaders had to
resist very great pressure for years on
" end, before and after the missiles
began to be deployed.

I think it is absolutely clear, Madam
President, that if these leaders—in the
Federal Republic of Germany, in
Italy, in Belgium, in Holland, and in
Great Britain—had ever fallen away
from their commitments, we would not
have this treaty before us today.
Allied determination is what it took to
convince the Soviet Union that the
SS5-20 was a blunder. And while it is
certainly to Gorbachev’s credit that he
recognized this and grasped the nettle,
we would miss the entire point of what
has happened, if we forgot that the
nettle would never have been there in
the first place, unless our allies had
been willing to bear its stings first.

There are some very astute thinkers
who believe that the INF Treaty goes’
too far, in that it requires us to
remove and destroy every last Per-
shing II and GLCM, even though the
Soviets must take cuts that favor us 4
to 1 in the process, measured in terms
of currently deployed warheads. From
a purely theoretical perspective, those
who are concerned about the ' end
result of the INF Treaty have some le-
gitimate arguments to make. These
missiles filled in a gap in the range of
nuclear options available to NATO. To
compensate for their loss, we shall
have to. fall back on short-range bat-
tlefield systems on the one hand and
U.S. strategic systems on the other.
Both of these alternatives have serious
drawbacks.

There are other observers who note
that the INF Treaty deals with an ex-
tremely narrow sliver of the nuclear
problem, and they are also correct. In
numerical terms, INF deals only with
about 3 percent of the total nuclear
force available to both sides. More-
over, while we are eliminating a rela-
tively specialized class of weapons, we
have not at all prevented the develop-
ment of easy substitutes for those
weapons.

True, both sides will totally abolish
any ground-launched missile capable
of delivering a warhead within a range
extending from 500 to 5,000 kilome-
ters. But the Soviets can still target all
of Western Europe with nuclear weap-
ons, either by reallocating long-range
systems or by increasing the number
of their shorter range weapons, or
both. NATO retains similar options, in
addition to the British and French nu-
clear forces, neither of which are cov-
ered by the treaty, and both of which
are scheduled to grow considerably in_
size and effectiveness, through mod-
ernization.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

In short, the direct, measurable
effect of the INF Treaty on the nucle-
ar balance can readily be vitiated by
either or both sides, when and as they
choose to exercise options that are not
at all constrained by arms control.
Hopefully, a START agreement will fi-
nally create meaningful limits at the
upper end of the nuclear spectrum,
and thereby at least partially complete
a context for the INF Treaty. Howev-
er, even if this happens in the near
future it is likely to be a long time
before effective limits can be devised
and negotiated for the as yet un-
touched shorter and tactical range nu-
clear systems on both sides.

In this domain, moreover, the con-
ceptual, political, and negotiating
problems will be much more complex.
The zero/zero INF outcome will offer
no guide to what must be done. NATO
cannot dispense with tactical nuclear
weapons until and unless truly radical
improvements can be made in the bal-
ance of conventional forces in Europe.
Pending those kinds of changes, or
rather, as necessary steps toward
them, the alliance will have to work its
way through tough decisions in which
the future of its nuclear deterrent, its
conventional force modernization pro-
grams, and its approach toward negoti-
ating with the Warsaw Pact are all
pieced together.

Nevertheless, despite any of these
considerations, the INF Treaty un-
questionably fulfills what the alliance
set out to do in 1979. The reductions it
secures from the Soviet Union are
heavily in NATO'’s favor. Problems re-
lating to the conventional balance of
forces may stand out more clearly, but
they are no worse than before. Ensu-
ing rounds of negotiations will be
much more difficult, but INF creates a

reasonably good point of departure for

them. ’

Moreover, the defeat of this treaty
in the U.S. Senate would be a disaster
of the first magnitude. It would waste
the accumulated political investment
of every major European leader for
the last decade and the United States
Presidents, one in each party. It would
demonstrate that the United States is
dangerously inconsistent and unde-
pendable. It would be the most price-
less gift to those who wish to see us
discredited. - .

Madam President, just about 10
years ago, the Carter administration
had nearly finished negotiating the
SALT II Treaty. That treaty offered
us the chance to take a modest step
toward halting the arms race in strate-

gic weapons. It did not solve every

problem, but it would have been a very
good foundation for future efforts: I
cannot help but remember how the
Reagan administration dealt with that
treaty: calling it fatally flawed, and
promising to bring us back treaties
that were truly militarily significant
or none at all. Now that same adminis-
tration stands before us with the INF
Treaty, appealing for its speedy ratifi-
cation over the vigorous objections of

May 24, 1988

Senators who depict this treaty as a
betrayal.

These same -Members now find
themselves abandoned by both the ad-
ministration they hoped would be

‘uniquely their own and by the gréat

majority of their Republican col-
leagues. But they are not without
hope, because there is still a chance
that the administration will defeat
itself and frustrate its own objectives,
for the sake of the one and only issue
that it still holds above compromise;
the option of moving to develop and
deploy SDI. - '

When the President first revealed
his concept for a space-based defense
system based upon laser rays and elec-
tron guns, some of us consulted physi-
cists who said .that SDI could never
work.as promised, at least not in any

- future they could foresee. Others of us

consulted the ABM Treaty, which
clearly said that SDI was already pro-
hibited. Since then, we have seen that
there is no shortage of technicians
who will claim that anything is possi-
ble, so long as the money keeps
coming. And we have also seen that
there is no shortage of legalists willing
to attempt to prove that treaties can
mean whatever we want them to
mean. Among the latter, of course, we
have the State Department’s legal
staff under Judge Sofaer. ’ :

According to Judge Sofaer, the ABM
Treaty never had meant what the
Senate  was told it meant at the time
of ratification. On the contrary, Judge
Sofaer asserted that the treaty’s real
meaning was in fact 180 degrees re-
moved from the meaning the Senate
understood it to have, so that instead
of controlling new defensive technol-
ogies, it specifically exempted them
from any serious constraint. We have
had a long and bitter expereience as a
result, and most of us are determined
that the confusion caused by the
Sofaer “doctrine” must be cleared up.

The INF Treaty is going to mean
what this body understands it to mean
on the day we vote for its ratification,
and that interpretation must be bind-
ing on this and all future administra-
tions, until and unless the Senate con-
sents to any proposed change. If,
under the Constitution, Presidents
may not bind the United States to
treaties unless’ the Senate consents,
then what is the value of that consent
if the Senate’s understanding of trea-
ties is not binding on Presidents? The
INF Treaty is important but not in
comparison to the Constitution of the
United States. And yet, self-evident as
these propositions are, the administra-
tion continues to resist any effort to
assert them and offers us instead
trojan horse compromises designed to
trick us into receiving the very thing
we are trying to defeat.

This is not a treaty for true believ-
ers. Instead, this is a treaty for those
of us who accept that arms control
cannot exist at all if we demand per-
fection at each and every point. It is a
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treaty for those of us who do not see
compromise as betrayal but rather as
the necessary price for getting done
what is in the realm of the possible.
And; finally, it is a treaty for those of-
us who are willing occasionally to join
forces across party lines when that is
needed for the common good.

- There is a final lesson here. Biparti-
sanship has all too often been some-
thing to which the present administra-
tion resorted only in extremes. And,
Just as often, bipartisanship was the
first value this administration was
ready to sacrifice when it thought that
the need was past. Now, the success of
this treaty will depend upon the fact
that many of us in this body believe
that, where the national security is
concerned, bipartisanship should be
the norm, rather than the exception.
Ratification of this treaty will be a vic-
tory for those who proceed in that
spirit.

c It is a good treaty. It should be rati-
ied.

And in conclusion, I want to offer
my congratulations and the thanks
that many of us feel toward the nego-
tiators who have worked so long and
so hard in securing this treaty.

As one of the 10 Senate observers I
have made numerous trips to Geneva,
and I have witnessed personally the
extremely hard work that has gone on
by our negotiators and their team in
Geneva.

I wish to congratulate the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee
for his hard work and others on that
committee, the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee and the
ranking member, and the .majority
leader, and the Republican leader for
their perseverance in making certain
that this treaty is considered fully,
thoroughly, and expeditiously by the
U.S. Senate.

I do commend it to my colleagues. I
intend to support ratification and
work hard for ratification. .

I yield the floor.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I send
a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
cloture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows: .

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Executive
Calendar No. 8, Treaty Doc. No. 100-1}, the
Treaty between the United States of Amer-
ica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics on the Elimination of Their Intermedi-
ate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (The
INF Treaty).

Robert C. Byrd, Claiborne Pell, Alan
Cranston, Daniel Inouye, Sam Nunn,
John C. Stennis, Brock Adams, Harry
Reid, J.J. Exon, John Glenn, George
J. Mitchell, David L. Boren, Bob Dole,
Richard G. Lugar, Alan K. Simpson,
Bill Cohen, Jake Garn, Thad Cochran,

[ .
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Rudy Boschwitz, Strom - Thurmond,
Dave . Durenberger, and John H,
Chafee. }

Mr. GORE Madam Pre51dent I cer-
tainly strongly support the motion
that has been made, and I intend to
support it wholeheartedly.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. -

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Madam Pres1dent I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, sev-
eral hours ago, I was in the midst of a
speech in connection with an amend-
ment that I proposed to offer at that
time. At the request of the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio, Mr. METz-
ENBAUM, and the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota, Mr. DURENBERGER, I
yvielded the floor to them because the
recess of the Senate for the respective
party conferences was . imminent. I
said at that time I would complete my
speech, and I shall do so now. i

Earlier, I pointed out how this “war-
head preservation loophole” will
enable the Soviet Union to transfer
war heads from old SS-20’s scheduled
for elimination on to newer, more ad-
vanced missiles. Former Secretary of
Defense James Schlesinger testified to
this effect as did other experts. :

For example, The Hon. William
Schneider, Jr., testified on February
19, 1988: 7 )

The §S-25 is not reached by the terms of
the agreement but has important links to
the SS5-20 system eliminated by the Treaty.
The SS-20 and the SS-25 share a first stage
indistinguishable from each other. The two
systems differ .only in range and payload
characteristics. The SS-25 can be config-
ured as an effective intermediate-range
system through the simple use of thrust ter-
mination techniques to give the system vari-
able range. Indeed, the older SS-11 ICBM
has had a variable range capability for
many years. ]

Moreover, the continued availability of
the SS-20 upper stage guidance and control
systems and the multiple warheads for that
system allow the Soviets to mate these com-
ponents to a variable-range S$S-25, uncon-
trolled by the agreement. That is to say,
this could permit the circumvention of the
intent of the agreement.

Mr. President, Bill Schneider hit the
nail on the head. This treaty not only
preserves and protects nuclear arma-
ments, it also provides for Soviet nu-
clear force modernization by allowing
the Soviets to transfer warheads from
the old missiles covered by this freaty
onto newer, more deadly, missiles
coming right out of the factory.

Mr. President, this is not what the

American people have in mind when

they think of -arms control. They do
not think of preserving Soviet war-
heads, and allowing the Kremlin to
transfer these warheads onto deadlier,
newer, and more advanced missiles.
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Rather, they think of the destruc-
tion of nuclear warheads and a reduc-

" tion of the nuclear threat. This treaty

has been presented and sold to the
American people ‘as eliminating war-
heads. It should be amended to do just
that.

AMENDMENT NO, 21185

(Purpose: T'o prevent circumvention of the
proposed Treaty through the device of re-
loading nuclear warheads on other types
of delivery vehicles with ranges less than,
equal to, or greater than the ranges of the
systems covered by the proposed Treaty)
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I

sent an amendment to the desk and

ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carclina [Mr.

Hm.sms] proposes an amendment numbered

211

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

In Article I of the proposed Treaty insert
before the period the following:
“; provided, further, that each Party shall in
conjunction with elimination of its interme-
diate-range and shorter-range missiles also
eliminate the nuclear warhead devices and
their associated guidance elements on such
systems and shall not have such warhead
devices and associated guidance elements
thereafter except that each Party may ex-
tract the fissionable material in such war-
head devices prior to their elimination. The
elimination of warhead devices and their as-
sociated guidance elements which ‘is re-
quired by this Article shall be accompanied
in accordance with procedures and sched-

‘ules set forth .in the Protocols to this

Treaty”.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it is not
just an oversight that the nuclear war-
heads are preserved under this treaty;
certainly not in the minds of the Sovi-
ets.

The warhead preservation provision
of this treaty is one of the great in-
equities in the treaty. Specifically, the

provision assists the Soviets in their

strategic modernization program,
while failing to do the same for the
United States. Here is how this inequi-
ty works:

Some have tried to imply that nucle-

. ar materials could not be safely de-

stroyed anyway, and that they would
be returned to the stockpile. That is
exactly what is going to happen with
the U.S. warheads preserved by this
treaty.

The United States has no other mis-
sile system which can use the Pershing
II warheads. Thus, U.S. warheads
would have to be dismantled and re-
processed if they are to be used on an-
other missile system.

And I feel compelled to remind my
colleagues that the United States does
not have any other new missile system
even in the planning stage. So, Mr.
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President our warheads; or rather the
components of these warheads will be
headed into storage facilities.

But while the United States will be
putting its INF warheads into storage,

the Soviet Union will be putting its

INF warheads onto newer and more
advanced missiles.

The Soviet Union has always empha-
sized commonality of components in
procurement, using interchangeable
parts whenever possible. Thus the SS-
20, the SS-16, and the SS-25 all have
common or similar components.

Indeed, it should come as no surprise
to Senators that, as former Secretary
of Defense James Schlesinger reported
to our committee, the Soviets can
simply rebolt the SS-20 warheads pre-
served by this treaty onto newer mis-
siles—such as the SS-25. A

Mr. President, maybe the Soviets
will transfer these SS-20 warheads
onto the new SS-25’s which are rolling
out of the factory day after day. Or
maybe the Soviets will transfer these
warheads onto other new missiles.

But the ability of Soviets to transfer
these warheads onto SS-25’s should
alarm the Senate, and the American
people. For the SS-25 is capable of
being aimed at the United States—not
just at Europe.

Indeed, this is precisely why some
Europeans favor the treaty. They be-
lieve it puts the United States on the
nuclear frontline. Some Europeans
may think that is a great idea, but 1
doubt many Americans do.

Maybe, Mr. President, some of these
SS-20 warheads won’t end up on mis-
siles capable of hitting the United
States. Rather, maybe the Kremlin
will decide to transfer these warheads
onto new missiles aimed at thwarting
the object and purpose of the INF
Treaty. .

When the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, Sena-
tor NUNN, appeared before the Foreign
Relatxons Committee, he stated that:

The Soviets could develop and deploy a
new type ground-launched ballistic missile
replacement for the SS-20, provided that
missile were tested one time at a range in
excess of 5,500 kilometers, even if it were
tested on every subsequent occasion at INF
ranges.

Senator NuUNN was absolutely right.
The artificial definition by range is a
major loophole in the treaty. Maybe
this is what the Soviets will use the
SS-20 warheads for: A new type of
missile such as the one described by
the Senator; which would essentially
be an INF missile.

Indeed, this new type of missile
might well be a two-stage version of
the SS-25—which, I might point out
normally has three stages. Dr. Fred
Eimer, Deputy Administrator for Veri-
fication at ACDA testified before the
committee that the INF Treaty would
permit the Soviets to take a two-stage
SS-25 out of the portals of the Vot-
kinsk assembly plant.

Dr. Eimer then testified that the So-
viets, in the field, could rebolt an ex-
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isting SS-20. warhead onto this two-
stage SS-25 with only minor adjust-
ments.

~ So, which will it be, Mr. President?
Will the Soviets take their SS-20 war-
heads and bolt them onto brand new,
intercontinental SS-25’s, or will they
bolt them onto a newer, essentially
INF missile, or will they use these war-
heads for both types of missiles? Only
the Kremlin knows.

But the fact is, Mr. President, that
this warhead preservation provision
enables the Soviets to redeploy their
SS-20 warheads onto new missiles,
while our Pershing II warheads will be
dismantled, and the nuclear material
sent to some storage facility to sit on
the shelf.

Mr. President, the warhead preserva-

-tion provision is a glaring loophole in

this treaty.

The INF Treaty, therefore, is a
treaty to protect nuclear arms, not to
reduce them. Indeed, it should be
called a “nuclear arms preservation”
treaty as opposed to an arms reduction
treaty

The problem with this loophole, Mr.
President, is that by maintaining the
present level of nuclear arms on each
side, it locks in a massive advantage
for the Soviet Union.

The treaty preserves 3,136 nuclear
warheads for the Soviets, and 931 war-
heads for the United States. The nu-
clear warhead preservation ratio is 3.4
to 1 in the Soviet favor.

But the Soviet advantage is even

eater than the numbers would sug-
gest. As I have noted previously, the
Soviets are going to simply transfer
these preserved warheads onto newer
and better missiles. On the_ other
hand, the United States is going to dis-
mantle its warheads, and put the nu-
clear materlal into storage.

Indeed, 'Mr. President, the situation.

is even more astonishing when you
look at the ratio of nuclear explosive

"power preserved by the INF Treaty.

All nuclear warheads are not the
same, It just so happens that the
Soviet warheads preserved by this
treaty are much more powerful than
the United States warheads to be pre-
served by the treaty. For the Soviet
Union, the treaty preserves 1,230,000
kilotons of explosive power. For the
United States, on the other hand, the
treaty preserves only 129,000 kilotons
of explosive power.

This works out, Mr. President, to a
12-to-1 advantage for the Soviet Union
in nuclear explosive power preserved
by this treaty.

But as I noted previously, the ratio
actuaily understates the Soviet advan-
tage, since this Soviet nuclear explo-
sive power will be transferred onto
newer missiles, while the United
States nuclear explosive power will be
sent into storage.

And this, Mr. President, i{s why this
warhead preservation loophole is so
important. While the American people
have been led to believe that nuclear

warheads will be destroyed under this
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treaty, the fact is that warheads will
be preserved. And they will be pre-
served in such a fashion so as to assist
Soviet strategic nuclear moderniza-
tion.

Mr. President, this amendment is

straight forward. It amends the treaty
to reflect what many in the Senate
and in the administration have said,

that is, that the INF Treaty destroys .

warheads.

Senators quote opinion polls which
suggest that the American public sup-
ports this treaty. But, then again, the
American public believes that this INF
Treaty destroys nuclear warheads. .

The amendment before us would
merely make current perceptions reali-
ty. This amendment destroys war-
heads. That is what the Senate will be
voting on, whether or not the INF
Treaty will destroy warheads.

Mr. President, it is a legitimate ques-
tion to ask why it matters if the super-
powers keep their warheads. It mat-
ters because the Soviet Union can
simply rebolt their INF warheads on-
to other ballistic missiles, while the
United States, because of the design of
our missiles cannot rebolt the war-
heads onto other missiles.

In other words, they keep and reuse
their existing' warheads while we
mothball curs. It is like the Kremlin
saying: 3,136 warheads for me, zero
warheads for you. It makes me think
the tag line for this treaty should be:
“0l1d Soviet warheads never die, they
just get retargeted against the United
States.”

Mr. President, what my amendment
seeks to do—besides makihg current
public perceptions that the INF
Treaty destroys warheads a reality—is
close this rebolting loophole.

Mr. President, there is much about
the treaty which is disturbing. But
high on the list are: first, we know
how the Soviets can keep all their SS-
2¢ warheads; second, we know that
their entire ballistic missile force has
been designed with this flexibility and

“versatility such as rebolting in the

field in mind; and third, we know that
the Soviets have cheated, on every
single other arms control treaty that
we have ever signed with them.

Mr. President, this amendment seeks
to eliminate this disparity in the INF
Treaty whereby the Soviets will use
their strategic modernization program,
while our warheads will remain impo-
tent, dismantled, and in mothbalils.

In view of the fact that a cloture
motion has been filed, I withdraw the
amendment, at least temporarily.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator has the right to withdraw the
amendment.

It is the Chair’s understanding now
that the Senator does wish to with-
draw the amendment; is that correct?

Mr. HELMS. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has that right. The amend-
ment is withdrawn.

The amendment was withdrawn.
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Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I
have a brief series of parliamentary in-
quiries - that, with the indulgence of
the Chair, I would like to propound,
inasmuch as the cloture motion has
been filed today.

These inquiries concern proceedings
in executive session on a treaty against
which a cloture motion has been filed.

First of all, Madam President, after
the filing of a cloture motion on a
treaty, it is in order, is it not, to file
germane and nondilatory first-degree
amendments to the treaty before 1
o’clock on the day following the filing
of the cloture motion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senéator from North Carolina is cor-
rect.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

It is in order to file germane and
nondilatory second-degree amend-
ments to the first-degree amendments
on the day of the vote on cloture and,
if so, at what time prior to-that vote
would such second-degree amend-
ments be required to be filed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
hour prior to the vote.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

If cloture should be invoked on this
treaty, or any treaty, for that matter,
would it be in order, after the invoca-
tion of cloture, to call up timely filed
first-degree and secorid-degree amend-
ments to the treaty provided the
amendments are both germane and
nondilatory?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pro-
vided that the amendments are ger-
n(lia.ne. nendilatory, and properly draft-
ed. -

Mr. HELMS. Well,
thank the Chair. .

Would germane amendments thus
called up which made substantive
changes in the treaty text by striking
language from the text, thereby sub-
stantively changing its meaning, be
considered nondilatory?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator from North Carolina
repeat that?

Mr. HELMS. Sure. R

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And
the Chair would really ask for abso-
lute silence in the Chamber and that
doors not to be opened so that we can
hear the Senator from North Carolina
and give him an accurate response,

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.’

obviously. I

My inquiry: Would germane amend-.

ments thus called up under the terms
just stated by the Chair making sub-
stantive changes in the treaty text by
striking language from the text, there-
by substantively changing its meaning,
- would these be considered nondila-
tory?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from North Carolina would
withhold. This is of such serious note
that the Chair will consult with the
Parliamentarian.

Mr. HELMS. 1 understa.nd Madam
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Parliamentarian advises the Chair
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that the question of being dilatorious
really indeed is essentially a judgment
call and needs to be done on an
amendment-by-amendment basis, es-
sentially, a case-by-case basis, as pre-
sented before the Senate. So whoever
would offer such an amendment would
have to offer it and the Chair would
have to rule.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair and I
agree with that. I think it is well to get
these points laid out before we start.

Would amendments called up after
the invocation of cloture which
changed numerals in the treaty text of
other treaty-related documents before
the Senate making substantive
changes thereby be considered nondi-
latory; for example, in the case of the
present treaty, an amendment correct-
ing the numbers of Pershing II mis-
siles listed in the memorandum of un-
derstanding?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Once
again, the question of dilatory would
be on a case-by-case basis.

Mr. HELMS. Let me study about
that a minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from North Carolina, in his
example, is still presenting a hypo-
thetical case. ’
. Mr. HELMS. As they say in the
courtroom, may I approach the bench
and discuss it with the Parliamentari-
an just a second?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina contin-
ues to have the floor.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Now, if, at the expiration of the 30-
hour period provided in rule XXII,
there should be pending a germane
and nondilatory amendment to the
text of the treaty—to the text of the
treaty—would that amendment be dis-
posed of or would the Senate proceed
immediately at that point to the reso-
lution consenting to ratification, not-
withstanding the pendency of the
amendment to the treaty?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
a.xfnendment would have to be disposed
of.

Mr. HELMS. I am glad to hear that.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, will

the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. HELMS. Certainly.

Mr. BYRD. I have been interested
and carefully listening. 1 d1d not get to
hear the Chair.

Mr. HELMS. The Chan' said the
amendments would have to be dis-
posed of.

Mr. BYRD. What amendment?

Mr. HELMS. The pending amend-
ment. ’

Mr. BYRD. What was the question?
Perhaps we can start there.

If the Senator will indulge me.

Mr. HELMS. I am glad to have the
distinguished majority leader’s exper-
tise. I just want to know something
about the road map before we proceed.

Insofar as I know, this is the first
time in history cloture has ever been
filed on a treaty. I have no argument
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with ‘it having been filed, but I just
want to have a road map.

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I understand. I was
listening carefully to the point. Then I
became engaged in conversation. I am
interested in what happened after
that.

Was there a subsequent questlon
and a subsequent response?

Mr. HELMS. I think the Senator is
alluding to the last inquiry.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. HELMS. What I asked is if, at
the expiration of the 30-hour period
provided in rule XXII, there should be
pending a germane and nondilatory
amendment to the text of the treaty,
would that amendment be disposed of,
or would the Senate proceed immedi-
ately at that point to the resolution
consenting to ratification, notwith-

‘standing the pendency of the amend-

ment of the treaty.

The Chair informed me that the
amendment would be disposed of.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the majority
leader.

When the Senate, Madam President,
has the resolution of ratification
before it, and all time under the 30-
hour period has expired, as previously
described in my inquiry; will the
Senate be required to act on any com-
mittee amendment to the resolution,
even if the resolution were to have
been reported in the form of original
text by the committee?

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator change
his question leaving out the reference
to “original text” so that the response
will be directed, as will the question, to
the actual committee amendment that
has been reported to the resolution of
ratification? It has not yet been
agreed to as original text.

Mr. HELMS. 1t has not been?

Mr. BYRD. No, the amendment is
still pending. It is not at this point
considered as original text. If the Sen-
ator would not mind revising his ques-
tion so as to appy directly to this par-
ticular committee amendment, which
is not yet the original text.

Mr. HELMS. Does the Senator un-
derstand, I said in my inquiry that
even if the resolution were to have
been reported in the form of original
text, does that make a difference?

Mr. BYRD. I think it would be help-
ful to all of us, and I am interested in
the Senator's questions and the re-
sponses. I think the Senator is render-
ing a service in having these laid upon
the record at this juncture.

If he would not mind, I wish he
would propound his question to the
resolution reported by the committee,
with the committee amendment pend-

ing, which has not yét by consent been -

made original text.

Mr. HELMS. The Senator has a
problem with the hypothetical nature
of it; is that it? I am willing to do that.
Just consider that I dropped the
‘“original text” portion of my inquiry.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will so consider.

Does the Senator from North Garoli-
na wish to rephrase his question?

Mr. HELMS. Sure. When the Senate
has the resolution of ratification
before it and all time under the 30-
hour period has expired, as previously
described in my inquiry, will the
Senate be required to act on any com-
mittee amendment to the resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment would be the
pending question before the Senate.

Mr. LUGAR. Will the Senator yield
for a question at that point?

Mr. HELMS. Sure.

Mr. LUGAR. Will the Chair clarify,
if possible, in the event there were
other amendments pending at that
time, does the committee amendment
supplant an amendment to that as
being considered? Or what would be
the status of any other amendment
being heard at the time of the expira-
tion of the 30 hours?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To be
sure that the Chair understands the
question, the Senator from Indiana is
asking what is the status of the com-
mittee amendment in relationship to
any other amendments that might be
pending, pending the 30-hour expira-
tion cloture; is that correct?

Mr. LUGAR. The Chair is correct. In
less technical language, in the event
the committee amendment has not
been heard, and another amendment
is being debated when the 30 hours
come to an end, what is the status of
the committee amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator speaking about an amend-
ment to the resolution of ratification?

Mr. LUGAR. The Chair is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To the
resolution of ratification?

Mr. LUGAR. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment will take prece-
dence over any amendment pending at
that time. It would have to be disposed
of before any other amendment could
be offered.

Mr. BYRD. Will the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina yield?

Mr. HELMS. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. I believe I understood
the distinguished Senator to have ref-
erence to an amendment that might
be pending at the time the 30 hours
had expired.

.Mr. LUGAR. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. BYRD. And he is talking about
an amendment to the resolution of
ratification.

Mr. LUGAR. True.

-Mr. BYRD. Or dealing with the reso-
lution and not with the treaty.

Mr. LUGAR. Yes. .

Mr. BYRD. As I understand, it, the
committee amendment has to be dis-
posed of, either by unanimous con-
sent, or one way or another—tabling,
postponed, or voted up or down. But I
believe the Sehator referred to ‘“an-
other” or 'other pending amendments.
There could be no other pending
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amendments to the resolution. There .

could be a pending amendment to the
commiitee amendment. No amend-
ments to the resolution are in order
until the committee amendment is dis-
posed of.

The committee amendment, in this
instance, is an amendment in the first
degree. There could be an amendment
pending to it. X

Now, is that what the Senator is
driving at? When the 30 hours have
expired, and there is a pending second-
degree amendment to the pending
committee amendment, and he is
asking what happens at that point?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Indiana will withhold,
the Chair concurs with the parliamen-
tary exposition by the majority leader.

Mr. LUGAR. With the indulgence of
the Chair, may I ask the distinguished
leader, in the event that we have not
ever proceeded to the resolution of
ratification, I gather the committee
amendment to that resolution of rati-
fication would still be the pending
business. Would this mean the transi-
tion is made and that automatically
we get to the resolution in order for
the committee amendment to be pend-
ing to it?

Mr. BYRD. If there is a pending
amendment to the treaty, when the 30
hours have expired, that amendment
would be entitled to a vote before
going to the resolution of ratification.
But there would be many of us who
would argue—and this would be a.case
of first impression if I have under-
stood the Chair—the Senate must first
dispose of that amendment to the
treaty, but the Senate does not vote
on treaties. The Senate votes on reso-
lutions of ratification. So we would
then have here a resolution of ratifica-
tion. It has an amendment pending to
it that was voted out- by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. :

Mr. LUGAR. So the logic of that po-
sition is that, as the leader has said,
we do not vote, the Senate does not
vote on treaties and therefore if you
come to the end of the 30 hours and
you are on something on which you
may not vote, logically you must move
on to something on which you do vote;
namely, the resolution of ratification,
which then means the committee
amendment is pending and- must- be
disposed of.

Mr. BYRD. Yes. Now, as I say, that
is probably going to be without any
precedent, in which case someone
might make a point of order that
under rule XXII, the pending amend-
ment to the treaty was the “pending”
amendment about which rule XXII
spoke. Consequently, you have dis-
posed of it, and rule XXII does not
provide for another pending amend-
ment. ’

But those of us who would see other-
wise, would have to make our argu-
ment, and the Chair would rule. Final-
ly, the Senate, I suppose, would make
its judgment. I would argue on that
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once cloture is invoked, then the busi-
ness that is clotured is the business
before the Senate to the exclusion of
all other business until the clotured
business is disposed of. What is the
clotured business? The Senate does
not vote on treaties. But it has to vote
on something at that point, and the
“something” is the resolution of ratifi-
cation.

Mr. LUGAR. I understand. /

Mr. BYRD. And the question is,
what about that committee amend-
ment? It is there and cannot be avoid-
ed. It has to be disposed of, one way or
another, before the resolution of rati-
fication can be voted on.

Mr. LUGAR. Let me engage the
leader in one more question with the
indulgence of the Senator.

Mr. HELMS. That is quite all right.
I am enjoying it.

Mr. LUGAR. I am an advocate of
the treaty, obviously, as is the distin-
guished majority leader. If a person,
an opponent of the treaty, were to
listen to our colloquy, cculd the oppo-
nent say a method of defeating the en-
terprise in which we are engaged is to
run the 30 hours out prior to coming
to the resolution of ratification and
because that never > matured or rip-
ened, therefore the Senate could not
vote and the enterprise by virtue of
cloture fell?

Mr. BYRD. No. That argument
would mot hold, because rule XXII
would require a disposition of that res-
olution, it being the ‘“business” that
was clotured. But to be absolutely
sure, the Senator probably should ad-
dress the Chair and get the opinion of
the Chair.

Mr. LUGAR. I now address the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would like to remind the Sena-
tor from Indiana that the Senator
from North Carolina has the floor.

Mr. LUGAR. Indeed he does, and 1
appreciate his indulgence. Will the
Senator allow me to——

Mr. HELMS., Certainly. Certainly.

Mr. LUGAR. Make this inquiry
which I suspect is for the good of the
order as we proceed in all of this.

Mr. HELMS. The Senator can pro-
ceed. I think we all need to understand
what the roadmap is saying.

Mr. LUGAR. In the event that the
30 hours under cloture should expire,
in the event cloture was invoked and
the Senate had not at that point
moved to the resolution.of ratification
and thus the Senate defectively did
not have the proper resolution on
which it would normally work its will,
in the event we are agreed we do not
vote on the treaty itself, would the
entire debate terminate without a vote
on the resolution. of ratification and
thus the enterprise fail? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate
would terminate but there would have
to be a vote on the resolution of ratifi- -
cation. )

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.

. : C .
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Mr. HELMS. So I gather that any
debate on the committee amendment
would not be in order; is fhat correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will repeat his question. The
Chair is in transition. .

‘Mr. HELMS. I must say the succes-
sor to the distinguished-lady is not
nearly as attractive as she.

I was simply asking if debate would
be in erder, Mr. President, on the com-
mittee amendment at the point we
were just discussing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SiMON). Once the 30 hours had ex-
pired, debate would not be in order on
any subject. .

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.
Would the committee amendment be
subject to a second-degree amend-
ment, presuming it was germane, non-
dilatory, timely filed, properly drafted,
et cetera, et cetera? This does not in-
volve debate, but could there be an
amendment to it without debate an
amendment voted on? '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An
amendment could not be offered after
the 30 hours had expired. However, an
amendment could be pending at that
time and that could be voted upon.

Mr. HELMS. Right. So unless pend-
ing, no amendment would be in order
after the disposition of the committee
amendment even if it were germane,
nondilatory, ' timely filed, properly
drafted, et cetera?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sex%a.tor from North Carolina is cor-
rect.

- Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

At that point, and it is not ail that
hypothetical because we are going to
reach that sooner or later, at that

point would the question be, shall the -

Senate advise and consent to the rati-
fication of the proposed treaty subject
to the committee amendment, if
adopted, and to any amendment to the
text of the treaty previously adopted
prior to proceeding on the resolution
of ratification? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr.. HELMS. All right. That is a
pretty good roadmap thus far.

Now, a few days ago, I propounded
several inquiries and in reviewing the
record just to be clear in my own
mind, I would like to resolve some
matters that to me at least were left
unresolved in that the Chair, as I
recall it, asked for additional time for
study. Accordingly, I would like to, I
guess the word is repropound those in-
quiries and in addition make a few
other inquiries of the Chair, the an-
swers to which would be helpful to me
and perhaps to other Senators.

PFirst, last week the Chair will recall
that I asked if the Senate did not have
possession of the authenticated docu-
ment referred to as “An Agreement
Among the United States of America
and the Kingdom of Belgium, the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, the Repub-
lic of Italy, the Kingdom of the Neth-
erlands and the United Kingdom of

"Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R000100030009-5
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Great Britain and Northern Ireland
Regarding Inspections Relating to the
Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics on the Elimination of
Their Intermediate-Range and Short-
er-Range Missiles.” This the name of
it.

Is the Chair prepared to advise at
this time whether it has possession of
that authenticated document?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
document has been submitted to the
Senate for its information.

Mr. HELMS. That is good.

You have an authenticated docu-
ment but not the original; is that cor-
rect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair’s assumption is it is probably
not——

Mr. HELMS. It does not make any
difference. I just wanted to know.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair frankly is not in a position to
really answer the question of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. If the Chair will prom-
ise to lose no sleep over it tonight, I
promise I will not. I thank the Chair.

Since the Senate has possession of
the document, whether original or au-
thenticated, cannot the Senate offer
amendments thereto and either con-
sent or withhold consent to its ratifi-
cation since it is obviously a multilat-
eral treaty which the Constitution re-
quires the President submit to the
Senate for approval?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
document has not been submitied to
the Senate for its advice and consent. 1
am advised by the Parliamentarian

that amendments wounld not be in-

order.

Mr. HELMS. Frankly, I was a little
surprised. I thought the Chair prob-
ably would rule that the Senate
cannot act on the document unless it
has possession of the original which I
take it is down at the National Ar-
chives; is that correct? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is not in a position to answer
the question of the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. We would have to have
the original before we could act on it.
Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before
the Senate can act on the treaty, I am
advised that the Senate must'be in
possession of the original document,
and there would be requests for ratifi-
cation by the Senate.

Mr. HELMS. So any Senator could
move that the Sergeant at Arms be in-
structed to retrieve the original
papers, whether they are at the Na-
tional Archives or anywhere else. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A Sen-
ator can move to do anything. The
Chair at that point would have to
rule——

Mr. HELMS. Would I be out of’

order? It is not a frivolous question.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Senators
cannot “move to do anything.” There
are many motions that are not in
order. Senators often “move the
amendment.”” There is no such motion
in the Senate. I am just giving an ex-
ample. Senators often say, “Mr. Presi-
dent, I move the adoption of the reso-
lution.” That motion is not in order. It
might be in the House, but it is not a
proper motion here.

The Chair is not required to put
that motion and it never does.

Mr. HELMS. Let me direct a ques-
tion to the majority leader through
the Chair. How would he propose to
get the original papers, Mr. President?

Mr..BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think
the Senate acts on this and any other
treaty in good faith. The treaty was
submitted to the Senate by the appro-
priate authority under the administra-
tion which made this treaty. It bears
certain stamps, I assume. And I think
it would be an inappropriate question
and really be considered to be dilato-
ry—I say this most respectfully—if a
Senator raised a question about this
treaty as to whether or not it is the
treaty it is purported to be.

Mr. HELMS. We may revisit that.
We have 30 hours at least, maybe
more,

After the filing of the cloture peti-
tion on a treaty—and as I indicated
earlier, this to my knowledge is the
first time the Senate has ever experi-
enced that, and I do not disagree—it is
in order to file germane and nondila-
tory first-degree amendments to the
treaty before 1 o'clock on the day fol-
lowing the filing of the cloture peti-
tion. That is correct, is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. HELMS. I believe we covered
the other point. I believe that about
does it, Mr. President. I thank the

I yield the floor. .

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader. )

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, my refer-
ence a moment ago—I believe I used
the word “stamps” or “stamp.” I had
reference to the seals. I take it the
seals were for the signators, Mr. Gor-
bachev, Mr. Reagan; whoever the sig-
natories were. The seals of the govern-
ments are there.

I do not know that the Senate has
ever gone behind what a given admin-
istration sends up, and represents to
be a treaty that was entered into by
the appropriate officials of govern-
ments, the President being the individ-
ual under our Constitution who has
the “power by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, to make trea-

ties.”
I don’t believe the Senate has ever
gone behind that constitutional

phrase to inquire as to whether a doc-
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‘ument purported to ‘'be a treaty is

indeed the genuine treaty which was.

- entered into by the President of the
" United States and the head of another
government. The fact that it has been
.. submitted to the Seriate by the Presi-

-+ dent-is sufficient on its face.

- . Mr. President, I hope that it would
be: possible to get unanimous consent
that the Senate go to the resolution of
ratification, and to consider all amend-
ments to the treaty as having been dis-
posed of, so that we could close out

the treaty and begin calling up amend- -

ments to the resolution of ratification.
_ I-understood the distinguished Sena-
tor from North Carolina to say that he
had another amendment or additional
.amendments to the treaty, in which
case perhaps we could enter into an
agreement that would allow that
amendment or those amendments to
still be called up but would also allow
the Senate to go on to the resolution
of ratification. I merely pose that rhe-
torical hope, and I would be happy to
yield to the distinguished Senator who
is the leader on the other side of the
aisle or to the able Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
minority leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I y1e1d
the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, before I
address that last suggestion~I think it
would be a good one—I wanted to
follow on with the one parliamentary
inquiry, following one of the questions
of the Senator from Indiana, Senator
LuGar. If you invoke cloture on the
treaty, and you use the 30 postcloture
hours on the text, do you vote on the
resolution of ratification immediately?
Does it still lay over for 1 day?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the cloture rule, a 1-day layover would
not be required. -

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, addressing the sug-
gestion of the majority leader, I hope
we might work out some agreement. I
would be happy if the three of us
would visit in the majority leader’s
office at any time convenient with him
and if it is all right with the Senator
from North Carolina. In any event, 1

think that is a good suggestion. Other-

wise, amendments obviously can still
be offered, and I assume would be of-
fered.

It would also be my hope that we
would vote on cloture before Thurs-
day, if that is possible, so that we
could avoid-an all-night session. Unless
there is some overriding reason to
have an all-night session that I have
not thought of, we could discuss how
to avoid that and still complete action,
whatever that action may be, up or
down or whatever, between now and
- late Priday or some time Saturday.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina.

.. Mr, HELMS. I suggest the absence

- of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. -

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask

-unanimous consent that the order for

the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, during
the earlier inquiries 6f the Chair, I
think I said that I did not recall that
any ' previous treaty or proposed
treaty—I do not recall exactly how I
put it—had ever had a cloture motion
filed in connection with consideration
of it. Every day I learn never to say
“never.”

Somebody raised a question of the
Versailles Treaty proposed. I am look-
ing at the World Alimanac. It says:

At the Versailles conference (Jan.-June
1919) and in subsequent negotiations and
local wars (Russian-Polish War 1920), the
map of Europe was redrawn with a nod to
U.S Pres. Wilson’s principle of self-determi-
nation. Austria and Hungary were separated
and much of their land was given to Yugo-
slavia (formerly Serbia). Romania, Italy,
and the newly independent Poland and
Czechoslovakia. Germany lost territory in
the West, North, and East, while Finland
and the Baltic states were detached from
Russia. Turkey lost nearly all its Arab lands
to British-sbonsored Arab states or to direct
French and British rule.

A huge reparations burden and partial de- .

militarization were imposed on Germany.
Wilson obtained approval for a League of
Nations, but the U.S. Senate. refused to
allow the U.S. to join. .

In consideration of that treaty, clo-
ture was filed and one of the insis-
tences of President Wilson was that
not one jot or tittle of that treaty
should be changed, much the same as
we have experienced with respect to
the INF.

Cloture was imposed, but the Senate
refused to ratify it in the case of the
Versailles Treaty.- So I want to make
that correction as to my memory.

So there was a least one previous in-
stance where a proposed treaty did ex-
perience a filing of a cloture motion.

Having made that correction, Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roil.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER:. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
think we took the INF Treaty up on, I
guess it was, Tuesday of last week. So

-today, I guess, makes the seventh day

that we have been on this treaty.

I have watched and listened as care-
fully as I could. Though I am an un-
abashed supporter of the treaty, I was
ahxious to hear any new thoughts

that might be expressed on the floor.

~ I want to say that this debate, it
seems to me, is not about, obviously,
whether the Senate is going to ap-

to approve it. We will, as the Constitu- -
tion requires, advise and. consent:to-
the ratification of the treaty and we
will adopt a resolution of ratification.
It is only & questlon of how many
votes. ‘
In my opinion, incidentally, I said 3
or 4 months ago I thought the treaty

‘'would get 80 votes. I now agree with

the distinguished minority leader. 1
think it will get 90 votes. It makes you
wonder why we are spending all this

"time on it.

. It really is not a question of whether
we approve it before the summit to ac-
commodate the President. So far as I
know, this is a fairly bipartisan body
on this treaty. I think every Democrat,
with the possible exception of one, will
support it. The votes against it will,
unhappily, be from the President’s
party. The debate is not over whether
the treaty is in our national security
interests.

You must sometimes ask yourself:
Why have we spent 7 days laboring
over this treaty if it is against our na;
tional security interest? But to suggest
that it is not in our interest is to sug-
gest that the President, the head of
every country that belongs to NATO,

"every past and present Secretary of

Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, big
majorities of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, and the Intelligence Committee,
and 75 percent of the American
people—to suggest that this is not a
good treaty is to suggest that all of
those people have taken leave of their
collective senses.

No, this debate is about whether
those whose lives are totally dedicated
to a continuing drumbeat of anti-
Soviet rhetoric, who want no agree-
ment under any circumstances that
would bring this nuclear arms race
under control, it is so they can lay the
groundwork—not to defeat this treaty,
because this treaty is going to be ap-
proved—but whether or not they can
sow enough suspicion and doubt in the
minds of the people of America to
make certain that the next treaty, the
START Treaty, where the real ball
game is, is .never approved and rati-
fied, and, secondly, to make sure that
SDI stays on-track.

I am reluctant to use such harsh
terms, but it seems to me like nuclear

.~ idolatry. The anti-Soviet ideologs will -

never go gently into a real arms reduc-
tion no matter what. -

Anybody that is opposed to this
treaty will never support an arms con-
trol treaty. And I must say, this body
will never have submitted to it again,
ever—in my lifetime or the next—a
treaty that is so patently in our favor.

The other night the President—I say
the other night—I guess it has been
about a month or 2 ago now, the Presi-
dent, in a remarkably candid interview
said: It seems to me that some people -
feel that this nuclear exchange be--
tween the United States and the
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Soviet Union must be fought, the war
must be fought; that.it is inevitable.
While I enthusiastically support this
treaty, I can hardly be that enthusias-
tic about it because it does not do very
much. It reduces about 4 percent of
the total nuclear arsenal on both
sides.
Is it not ironic that we have, since
December 8—when Secretary Gorba-
chev visited this country and he and
President Reagan stood before the na-
tional audience on television and
signed this treaty—since that Decem-
ber 8 day in' which everybody in the
- country was exhilarated on our side,
the United States has added more nu-
clear warheads to its strategic arsenals
than we will reduce in the next 3 years
after this treaty is ratified. And by the
anniversary date of that December 8—
namely, this coming December 8—we
will add another 430 nuclear war-
heads.

So you can see that by ratifying this
treaty or by the Senate’s approving
this treaty, we are not doing very
much in bringing the nuclear arms
race under control.

I am enthusiastic about this treaty

for most of the same reasons others -

hate it. I am enthusiastic about it be-
cause we are eliminating a whole class
of weapons, which has never been
done before. They are going to be lit-
erally destroyed. The Soviets, for ex-
ample, wanted to hold out a few SS-
20’s to be aimed at Asia. We said no,
and they yielded. Both sides gave up
on ground-launched cruise missiles of
all kinds, because you cannot deter-
mine whether one is nuclear-tipped or
conventional.

I happen to disagree with the Sena-
tor from South Carolina. I think that
was a step in the right direciton. And I
think Secretary Carlucci, when he
wrote a letter over here, I guess it was
to Senator NUNN, said, “I promise you
it is'in our long-range best interest to
eliminate all ground-launched cruise
missiles in Europe, because if we do
not, the Soviet Union will start build-
ing thousands.” -

I am for it, because it does what 3
years ago would have been absolutely
unthinkable, even to President
Reagan, in my opinion, and that is
permit on-site verification.

I am for it because, as you know, we

did not have to impose our views on
the French and the British and they
get to keep their strategic nuclear
forces.

I am for it, among other reasons, be-
cause it allows for a 6-month with-
drawal period, just as the ABM Treaty
does. If the Soviets cheat as badly as
some in this body would have you be-
lieve, all the next President has to do
is say, “Enough is enough. We are
Wlthdrawmg 7!

I am for it, because you can give

- notice that you want to inspect and
you can inspect; there is a lot of in-
spection provided for, inspection pro-
cedures provided for.
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I am for it, because I believe in the

START Treaty, :where the real ball
game is and, if we are really serious
about arms control, that is where we
are going to find it. And I think the
INF Treaty is a small step for man-
kind. It builds some confidence. If
these on-site verification procedures
work, it will make it a lot easier to get
the START Treaty.
- Well, I could go on. There are a host
of reasons why I favor the treaty. But
let me digress for just a moment and
ask my colleagues in this body: How
would you like to defend this treaty to
the Members of the Central Commit-
tee of the Soviet Union?

I ask you, transport yourself to the
Soviet Union and suddenly make your-

self a member of the Central Commit- -

tee and somebody asks you, maybe Li-
gachev. Ligachev says: “What in the
world are we doing? We are giving up
twice as many launchers and systems
as the United States. We are giving up
four times as many warheads. Mr. Sec-
retary, have you taken leave of your
senses?”’

And some other hardliner speaks
and says, ‘“Well, there is one nice thing
about it. Now we can run roughshod
over Europe. Taking out all these in-
termediate nuclear missiles in Europe
leaves them defenseless and you know
we have always had the superiority in
conventional weaponry. So now
Europe is ours for the asking.”

Question in the Central Committee:
If that is so, why did we not overrun
Europe 'in 1976 when we had 590 SS-
4’s and SS-5's and they had none and
we still had the same kind of conven-
tional superiority then that we have
now? If that is our goal, why did we
not do it then? -

. Answer: I will have to get back to
you on that, -you would say to the

. hardliner,

And what is this business abotit the
French and the British keeping'all
their weapons? The hardliner would
ask you. Well, they are keeping their
weapons and in addition to that, after
we pass this treaty, the United States,
counting bombs on bombers in easy
reach of the Soviet Union, will have at
least 2,900 nuclear weapons still left
available for use in Europe: artillery
shells, mines, ¥-4’s that are nuclear
wired, two aircraft carriers in the Med-
iterranean with A-6’s and A-T’s, all nu-
clear tipped, F-111’s, over 100 in Eng-
land, all available to attack the Soviet
Union. And if push comes to shove,
the U.S. can send those 250 B-52’s
they have equipped with nuclear
weapons, cruise missiles, plus all their
strategic weapons. . .

The hardliner would say, surely you
do not think that we have a good

treaty here when we leave them with -

all that firepower? Answer: yes, but
you know, the United States and Brit-
ain and France would never use nucle-
ar weapons in a conventional war.

You see, the argument here always
is that the reason we must match the
Soviet Union in conventional weapon-
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ry is because we would never dare use
these weapons that we are spending
hundreds of billions of dollars to build
and maintain. That is the proposition
the Senate is going to be debating this
fall on the defense appropriation biil
and that is increasing our convention-
al weaponry so we can meet the -Soviet
toe-to-toe because we believe that if

they invade Western Europe, if we
start getting mauled, that we will not
have the courage to use a nuclear

- device.

* So the questioner on the Central
Committee says: Well, that is all true
but I think Europe must be defense-
less after this treaty because I have
heard so many U.S. Senators say they
would be defenseless.

Day before yesterday, I heard
Georgi Arbatov, the Soviet head of the
United States-Canada Institute say to
the right wing in America: You are
going to fall on hard times because we
are going to remove the Soviet Union .
as your enemy. I know Georgi Arba-
tov, we spent some time with him, and
he is a very charming gentleman. But
he is so naive to suggest that somehow
or other the Soviet Union is going to
pull out of Afghanistan; agree to a re-
duction of 50 percent of their weap-
ons; get their feet off of their people
and improve their human rights
record; and even tear down the Berlin
Wall and offer to unilaterally disarm
every single nuclear weapon you have
and let the Washington Post and the
New York Times editorial boards
watch you.

That will not slow down the anti-
Soviet ideologues in this country one
iota. The nuclear idolaters will never
accept any treaty that does anything
except permit us to fan the arms race.
There is a lot of money in it. There is
a lot of money in weapons.

If Senator BuMPERS from Arka.nsas
were the only person saying this, it
would be one thing. But Dwight Eisen-
hower, as I read this morning, who
had five stars on his shoulders, said it.

I read this morning that somebody
who had been a lieutenant or a
major—or maybe a lieutenant colonel,
they might really be suckered in or im-
pressed when a two- or three-star gen-
eral walks in. But General Eisenhower
with five stars did not have to listen to
anybody. He had been there. And he
was the one who talked about the mili-
tary-industrial complex.

I was almost amused the other day
when somebody offered an amend-
ment that said this treaty could not
become operative until the President
certified to the Senate that the Soviet
Union was in -compliance with ‘the
SALT II Treaty. That really is ironic
because it is the United States that
has trashed the SALT 1I Treaty. The
most important feature of the SALT

II Treaty is that neither side will -have

more than 1,320 MIRV’d systems and
as I stand before you today the Soviet
Union has about 1,270, 50 less than
they are permitted, and the United
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States has about 1,337; 17 above what
they are permitted. Just another little
killer amendment.

Sunday morning’s Post had a re-
markable interview with Secretary
Gorbachev. You know, you have to be
naijve to assume that Secretary Gorba-
chev is simply a nice guy with a quick
answer. You do not get to bé General
Secretary of the Communist Party in
the Soviet Union by being Mr. Nice
Guy. And yet we have been waiting for
70 years for all the old Bolsheviks to
die off and the Soviet Union to

produce a new breed of leader and this

morning in the op-ed pages of the
Washington Post, now an assistant
editor who used to be the Post’s corre-
spondent to Moscow, who has written
books on the Soviet Union, said: Here
is a new leader. He has got a plateful.
He cannot totally let up-on human
rights right now; cannot promise that
the Soviet Army would not go into Bu-
dapest again; cannot promise that the
Poles can have all the freedom they
want. But the first thing he did was to
say we are getting out of Afghanistan.

That was no small act of courage.

Here is a man who says that if we
spend 20 to 25 percent of our gross na-
tional product on defense and weap-
ons, we will never fulfill our commit-
ment to our people for a quality life.
So Gorbachev said in this interview in
the Washington Post: What sense does

. it make for us to sign a treaty on the

one hand limiting the number of nu-
clear weapons on Earth and turn right
around and escalate this arms race
into space, the only nuclear-free area
in the universe?

Is that statement not irrefutable?
Can anybody argue with the logic and
common sense of such a statement?
The only possible reason for SDI is
that we would do it first. Nobody here
can seriously believe that this is a
technology which only we will possess.
We build a shield in the sky and
nobody else would ever be able to emu-
late it. Nonsense.

We have a bomb. They have a bomb.

. We carry the bomb on airplanes. They

carry the bomb on airplanes. We have
a little intermediate-range missile and

we deploy them in Turkey and they

attempt to do the same thing shortly
thereafter in Cuba.

Then we developed our. big land-base
missiles that would fly all the way to
the Soviet Union with a nuclear war-

head on it, and it took them about 3 or’

4 years to do the same thing. Maybe
less.

Then we started putting them on
submarines. We said, “Boy, we have
them now.” Within 6 or 7 years they
had them on their submarines. .

And when the SALT I agreement
was being negotiated, a very promi-
nent Senator in this body sent word
that if you give up MIRV’d missiles,
he will personally see that that agree-

ment never goes into effect. MIRV’ing °

missiles, putting more than one war-
head on an ICBM. We have them now.
They will never be able to do that.
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And the Russians in the SALT I ne-
gotiations said: Let us not start that.
Let us not put more than one warhead
on 8 missile. That is just going to force
us to do the same thing.

We were not having any of that. So
that was taken off the table and do
you know how long it took the Soviet
Union to start MIRV’ing their missiles
when we did? Five years.

Somehow or the other, according to
Robert McFarlane’s testimony before
the House Armed Services Committee
last Wednesday, he said SDI just hap-
pened by inertia. The Joint Chiefs
came in and told the President that
something along the lines of limited
ballistic defense might be in order.
Just-because of inertia and a bunch of
people with no direction, the next
thing you know, we are appropriating
$13 billion, over six times what it cost
to build the Manhattan project. -

I might say that once this President
leaves office, in my opinion, we will
sign some kind of a new agreement
with the Soviet Union. We also have
an Antiballistic Missile Treaty with
them. Incidentally, if we do not agree
with that treaty, it has a withdrawal
provision. Why do we not just with-
draw? Why do we want this broader
interpretation? It is not politically ac-
ceptable, that is why.

If you believe that the French had

_the right idea when they built the Ma-
-ginot line, you will love SDI. Hitler

went around it, he went over it, and he
went everywhere in the world that
nobody thought was possible. To sug-

_gest that we would deploy SDI and

that the Soviet Union somehow or an-
other is going to be intimidated by our
superiority is palpable nonsense. His-
tory shows the hlstory of the arms
race.

We cannot dictate to the Soviet
Union, whether or not Gorbachev sur-
vives, and we should not try. Bob

Kaiser says in the Post he is a new .

kind of leader. Secretary Shultz says
he is a new kind of leader. Secretary
Shultz says when he sits down to talk
to Gorbachev and Shevardnadze,
there is all the difference in the world
in talking to them and their predeces-
Sors.

So I say he has his detractors, and if
they win and Gorbachev is deposed,
that cannot, under any possible sce-
nario, work to the benefit of the
United States. It will only mean one
thing: His future is tied to becoming a
hardliner or being deposed, in which
case he will be deposed by a hardliner,
and the arms race will be off and run-
ning again.

Whether we like it or not, his future
is tied to how well we respond to some
of the offers he makes. If he gets
nothing in return for his efforts to
give up four times as many warheads
as we are giving up, and all he hears is
evil empire rhetoric in return, he is
going to have to get awfully tough.

One of our staunchest NATO allies

‘who will bear the brunt of an invasion

by the Soviet Union in Europe is West
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Germany. They not only realize that
Gorbachev is a different cut, but last
week issued a letter of credit for $2.3
billion to the Soviet Union. When the
Soviet Union later on is deciding who
they are going to buy grain from,
whatever, or electronics, there is not
any question that Germany will be the
first country they will contact.

I divinely hope that President
Reagan can complete a START Treaty
before he leaves office because I know
and you know that if Michael Dukakis
is - elected . President of the United
States and he submits a START
Treaty to this body, it will not receive
the same level of bipartisan support
that this treaty has, not because it
would not be as good, not because it
would not even be better, but I have
been around here long enough to
know the players. I have been around
here and heard all this rhetoric for
almost 14 years.

I will say this: This treaty is going to
be approved, but if it were not, it
would mean there is no peint in ever
submitting START Treaty here be-
cause there will never be a treaty as

unequal as this one is, as unequal in

favor of the United States. I hope
President Reagan gets a START
Treaty and submits it, and I hope we
have some time to debate it, if not ap-
prove it, before he leaves office.

I'was a country trial lawyer before I
was a Governor or Senator. There was -
one thing I learned, and that was
when to settle a lawsuit, when to say
yes. I can tell you, the time now on
this treaty has come to say yes. A

Let me just close, Mr. President, by
saying that it is, indeed, true, and it
cannot be repeated often enough. Ein-
stein said after the first atomic bomb
went off, everything has changed
except man’s thinking.

For the first time in my life, I be-
lieve man’s thinking is glacially chang-
ing. I did not believe that 5 years ago,
but I believe it now. I believe that I
detect a new attitude about arms con-
trol and trying to give our children a
chance to grow to adulthood. We have
enough problems.

If we do not do it to ourselves with a
nuclear war exchange, you have the
ozone layer being depleted, you have
the gréenhouse effect with the Earth’s
temperature warming up. Sometimes
people say, “Well, after all, we had an
Ice Age. The planet has heated up
before.”

That is a nice thought. It just so
happens that the planet is heating up
right now at a 100 times faster rate
than it did following the Ice Age. Sci-
entists feel absolutely certain that the
carbon dioxide we are throwing into
the atmosphere, the methane is going
to cause a 4- to 5-degree climb in the
average annual temperature of the cli-
mate. The scenarios of what happens
then are just endless, but they are all
devastating; too ominous to contem-
plate.
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Here we have a chance with the INF
Treaty to take one little small step in
doing something sane and rational. I
-am pleased to get my name in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD saying I enthu-
siastically support this because I be-
lieve strongly in my children’s future.
I can do no less, nor can the rest of
this body.

Atticus Finch said in “To Kill a
Mockmgblrd ” when he was talking to
the jury, “For God’s sake, men, do
your duty.” It is a good time to do it
and we have wasted too much time al-
ready. .

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
‘of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roil.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, the action which the majority
leader of the Senate has taken to
enter a cloture motion today is a very
significant decision on his part, and I
believe it is justified. It represents a
proper and a timely action to bring
the Senate to what I think is getting
close to being an overdue decision on
the INF Treaty.

Mr. President, today’s events are
both historic and illustrative of two
constitutional features which make
this body unique. First, the Senate
alone has the responsibility to give its
advice and consent to treaties; the
House of Representatives has no role.

The fact that this important power
was entrusted to the Senate, where
Members serve for 6-year terms—and
in the original constitutional system,
were not even directly elected—indi-
cates the desire of the framers of the
Constitution to have the Senate’s busi-
ness conducted in an atmosphere of
relative isolation from -political pres-
sure.

A second unique feature of the
Senate, is the right of unlimited
debate and amendment which each
Senator enjoys. The desire of the
framers was to provide the Represent-
atives of a single State, or even a
single Senator, the opportunity to
present a minority point of view, and
in effect force the majority to deal
with those strong objections.

The House of Representatives, with
its larger membership, has a much
more inflexible parliamentary struc-
ture which to a large degree is deter-
mined by the will of the majority
party.

Over the decades, the Senate has de-
veloped rule XXII, which is designed
to “bring debate to a close.” Cloture,
as it is called, however, is somewhat of
a misnomer. Rule XXII does not close
debate, but it does impose new limits
on debate-which deny Senators those

basic rights of unlimxted debate and
amendment. .

As rule XXII is currently designed,
the Senate can only do so by the su-
permajority of three-fifths of those
“duly chosen and sworn”’—in other
words, 60 votes. The purpose of rule
XXII, as it has evolved over the course
of this century, has been to provide a
means for the majority of Senators to
do its will, the objections of the minor-
ity notwithstanding.

I believe that it is entirely appropri-
ate—and I have stood on both sides of
this kind of issue—and in the best tra-
ditions of this body, for the Senate to
invoke cloture on this treaty at this
time, That is why I was one of 22 Sen-
ators to sign the cloture motion sub-
mitted earlier today. The Senate has
been asked to give its advise and con-
sent to an agreement which was sub-
mitted to us on January 25 of this
year.

Extensive hearings have been held,
exhaustive discussions conducted a.nd
several issues debated, apparently to
the satisfaction of all but a handful of
Senators. There can be little doubt of
this fact, given the kind of debate and
the nature of amendments we have

had before us during the last several

days.

I do not possess the abihty to discern
the hearts and minds of those Sena-
tors who are offering amendments,
and making long speeches about inci-
dental matters on this treaty, but it
certainly looks to this Senator that
their objective is obvious: to delay
Senate action on this treaty until after
the upcoming summit.

Mr. President, the Senate has a job
to do. This Senator sees it as an
urgent and momentus undertaking for
this body. The Senate rules provide us
with a tool for getting it done, rule
XXII. I hope my colleagues will stop
and consider what is at stake here
today. This is not your run-of-the-mill
rollcall, but one of those few votes we
cast in an entire career, which have
truly historic ramifications.

We must invoke cloture on this
treaty. Once we have done so, we can
and should use every available minute
of the 30 hours available under the
rules, to debate the treaty and to con-
sider amendments. But then we should
do what we were sent here to do: make
a decision, one way or the other.

I think the President of the United
States, who has provided such exem-
plary leadership on this issue, deserves
that much. I believe our Constitution
and our Oath of Office requires no
less.

I am informed that the last time clo-
ture was entered on a treaty was in
1919 during consideration of the
Treaty of Versailles. The Treaty of
Versailles, ending World War I, con-
sisted of 440 articles, including major
changes in the map of Europe, and the
famous “war guilt” clause blaming
Germany for the war. ’

Debate by this body, however, cen-
tered on the Versailles provision on

[N
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the convenant of the League of Na- .
tions. President = Woodrow Wilson
signed the Treaty of Versailles as a
strong supporter of the League of Na-
tions.

But the U.S. Senate, fearing the
kind of foreign entanglements George
Washington warned about in his Fare-
well  Address, refused to consent to
ratification of the Versailles treaty
mainly because of objections to U.S..
participation in the League of Nations.

Cloture was entered in 1919 but
treaty opponents still prevailed and
Senate consent was denied. We need
not enter into an extensive discussion
of the history of the 1920’s and 1930’s
today to recognize that a historic op-
portunity was lost in 1919. The short-
comings of the League of Nations
became apparent in the 1930’s—but
they were not the shortcomings cited
by Senate opponents of the Versailles
Treaty.

Rejection of the Versailles Treaty
was symbolic of the American refusal
to be engaged on the world stage. And
most would agree that American isola-
tionism in the following years did not
serve America—or the = world—very
well,

Mr. President, though we have not
invoked cloture on a treaty in nearly
70 years, I will vote for cloture on this
treaty. President Reagan leaves for an
unprecedented fourth summit meeting
tomorrow. United States-Soviet rela-
tions are at a historic crossroads—the
potentijal for progress in a number of
areas is great.

Before that summit begins - this
weekend, this body should consent to
ratification of the INF Treaty. It may
be true that the inability to exchange
instruments of ratification would not
be disasterous to the summit. But why
fail to consent to ratification? All
amendments to the INF Treaty text
have been overwhelmingly rejected.

With one exception, treaty oppo-
nents have had difficulty in gaining 10
votes. Why should a small minority of
this body deprive the vast majority of
its will—ratification of the INF Treaty
before the summit?

Mr. President, there are serious
issues that deserve consideration
during our debate on the resolution of
ratification, including treaty interpre-
tation and U.S. arms control compli-
ance policy. If the Senate does not
have a full chance to consider these
issues in a postcloture situation, it is
because we have spent too much time
overwhelmingly rejecting killer
amendments to the text of the treaty.

I wish that it were not necessary to
take the momentous step of invoking
cloture. Perhaps a solution can still be
worked out. But if it cannot, I urge my
colleagues to vote for cloture so we
can implement the will of the vast ma-
jority of this body.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I join
my distinguished colleague from Min-
nesota, first of all, as one of the signa-
tories of ‘the cloture motion; but, like-
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wise, in the general spirit of his com-
ments, that filing a cloture motion on
a treaty is a regrettable step, although
in this case I believe a very important
and necessary step.

As the Chair knows from the discus-
sion ‘earlier today on parliamentary
procedure, there are uncharted waters
that come. Some of the questions are
of first impression and are not defini-
tive as to what will occur in the consid-
eration of the treaty under cloture. -

I have suggested, as have many
throughout the day, that a better
course for the Senate, if possible,
would'be to reach a unanimous-con-
sent agreement in which all Senators
would have an idea of the test of
amendments prior to the time they
were considered. All Senators would
have an idea of the extent of time for

. debate, in order that important argu—
ments might be made.

This treaty is very serious business

" with regard to our country and our re-
lationship with the Soviet Union. It
seems to me that it requires the very
best efforts we have to look carefully
at language and to understand, as
carefully as we can, listening to each
other, the implications of what we are
doing.

The net effect of what has occurred
and what the Senator from Minnesota
has well described is that, under the
cloture situation, Senators may . be
faced with the predicament that they
are undble to amend, to_the degree
they would wish to do so, the treaty or

the amendments to the resolution of.

ratification. Senators could find them-
selves locked into positions inadvert-

ently, due to the fact that the second-

degree amendments have not been
filed in a timely way, as Senators know
they must be, an hour before the vote
is taken, if it is successful, or by 1
o’clock on the day after the filing of
the cloture motion, which would be 1
o’clock tomorrow.

Frequently, in the flow of debate,
corrective measures are taken, as Sen-
ators appreciate that mistakes are
about to be made. The cloture situa-
tion precludes the degree of flexibility
that that implies—at the very time
that we are dealing with substantial
matters of our Nation in which the
flexibility probably ought to be there
to the finest degree.

So, Mr. President, it seems to me
that the Senator from Minnesota has
put his finger upon a very important
problem for the body.

What happens hypothetically if 90
of us or 92 of us or maybe even more
than that believe that a treaty ought
to be ratified and at the same time
have within that majority of 92 every
- right, every determination to try to
perfect our work so that the treaty
that we finally vote on or more prop-
erly the resolution of ratification is
the best we can do, but the 90 or 92
are blocked out from that consider-
ation by a smaller number of Senators
who are exercising their rights fully
under the rules and even writing new
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rules in the process as we go into un-
charted ground, and in the course of
exercising their rights make delibera-
tions of this body inflexible 'and leaves
the wisdom we might have expressed
less likely to be forthcoming?

I think it is a very serious issue not
only for this treaty but for the general
deliberations of the body and any trea-
ties in the future that we might con-
sider.

I am so hopeful even at this late
date, and I know the distinguished ma-
jority leader and the Republican
leader have been conferring with Sen-
ators to ask at_least for some basic
consideration for the good of the
country, for the good of the product of
our work, that we should not be forced
into a cloture situation, that we
should have an opportunity at least to
rationally list amendments that still
might come before us and to set aside
time for proper debate of those
amendments, and we do have adequate
time to do that.

If we are forced into the 30-hour dis-
cipline of cloture we shall all have 30
hours of debate but in a constricted
way.

Let me add this final thought: There
has been considerable discussion here
and many of the parliamentary points
went to the issue of the so-called com-
mittee amendment, the one dealing
with reinterpretation of the treaty.
This is of great importance to the Sen-
ators because of constitutional impli-
cations, the idea of how the Senate re-
lates to the President and the prece-
dents that it might set with regard to
treaties in the future.

It is apparent at least from the ini-
tial colloquy and inquiries of the Chair
that the committee amendment in one
form or another is going to be voted
upon or disposed of, I think the Chair
more properly said.

This I think poses a very special ob-
ligation for those dealing with that
particular amendment.

If we are in a position in which that
amendment is pending at the end of
the trail, at the end of the 30 hours,
and there is no possibility of correct-
ing it at that point, I would hope that
prior to our coming to that stage,
those Senators who have an interest in
this would have an opportunity to
modify it, to correct it, to perfect it, so
that it is"ihe very best product because
it would be a lasting one and conceiv-
ably could not be amended at that
point.

I stress this aspect of it because I
suspect that many Senators were
under the impression that through
parliamentary procedure, the commit-
tee amendment might not be voted
upon. But I hear loud and clear the
Chair saying the committee amend-
ment will be voted upon and it is very
important what that committee
amendment is at that point. It may
not be possible to discuss it widely, to
amend it, to suggest other forms of it.

Whether Senators are satisfied or
dissatisfied on either side of the aisle
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at that time, I am sure that is not the
only amendment that may have pre-
dicaments-down the trail. The purpose
of my taking the floor at this time is
simply to alert Senators that in the -
event they have amendments or
second-degree amendments, they need
to be thinking ahead about the cloture
procedures, the timeliness of- fﬂmg
those, and the possiblity of ever seemg
debate on any of them. .

Theoretically if we were to move
from this current position for 30 hours
and never get to the resolution of rati-
fication, the Chair has ruled, as I un-
derstand it, that the logic of the pre-
dicament would be that since the
Senate cannot vote on the treaty
itself, we must move to the resolution
of ratification and the movement to
that makes the pending amendment
the committee amendment and; there-
fore, a vote must occur on it prior to a
vote on the resolution of ratification.

That is an awesome sequence, and it
means if we were to go through that
scenario all other amendments would
not be debated at all and there would
be no votes on those amendments.

We may, I suppose, hypothetically
come into another scenario in which
sometime in the 30 hours we come to
the resolution of ratification and then
the other amendments come up, we do
not know in what sequence and who
will have the floor, and these are all
good reasons for pondering the entire

cloture process.

Having raised all that I still come
out, as does the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota, that I think our
leader and the majority leader have no
choice.

We have been now for a week in a
posture in which it has been impossi-
ble to move beyond the treaty. Amend-
ments have been offered. They have
all been rejected, as the Senator from
Minnesota said, by large votes, and 1
think for good reason.

Many of the amendments came to
this Senator:literally on their way up
to the desk. The possibility of consid-
eration of a serious treaty matter was
denied most of us.

And I would just submit, Mr. Presi- -
dent, with no disrespect to any Sena-
tor, it is time for us to take time out
for a second and consider what is re-
sponsible conduct when we have a seri-
ous treaty ahead of us. I would suggest
that that means defining debate,
seeing the text of amendments, not
asking staff to race around and try to
find the proper materials so that a rel-
evant record can be made.

In addition to the action we take,
the record of what we say is impor-
tant. It may offer some guidance, some
precedent in itself.

So I come down, as I say, on the side
of my friend from Minnesota. I thank
him for raising the whole situation.

But I would also advocate that if the
cloture vote comes, we must vote for
cloture because responsibly we must
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work our will and have ratification of
the treaty as soon as possible.

I thank the Chair. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. QUAYLE Mr. President, I think
‘the die is cast. There is no doubt that
the treaty will be approved for ratifi-
cation and will be done this week and
in time for the summit.

But I think the Senate should also
recognize that we have gotten our-
selves into a little bit of an awkward

position. We are in an awkward posi-

tion because we are now up against a
deadline, even though we have said we
are not going to rush to meet any arti-
ficial deadline. I think many have not
attempted to do that and the treaties
have been debated in committees at
least for 4% months. But here we are
now having to rush.,

Certainly, we must recognize that
when we do have these deadlines, de-
spite all the protestations to the con-
trary that we do, that there are all
sorts of incentives to delay, to try to
get beyond that deadline for whatever
reason.

Now we find ourselves in an awk-
ward position. I do not fault the ma-
jority leader nor our leader for filing
cloture because they want to conclude
the treaty before the summit.

But we are at a situation where
there is no turning back, a situation in
which the discussion of a number of
very serious issues will probably not
take place. I think that is unfortunate.
I do not know what kind of debate we
will have on the so-called interpreta-
tion amendment. I hope it is vigorous.

What kind of debate would we have
had if we did not have the deadline,
did not have the summit? Say the
summit was going to take place in
August and the treaty was being de-
bated now.

I do not know that we would still be
in the awkward situation we now find
ourselves.

I think we would have had a much
Better debate. We could get into not
only interpretation amendments, but
the category III reservation on the fu-
turistics that I understand will be of-
fered and probably adopted. There
should be a very thorough discussion
on how we arrived at the treaty’s defi-
nition of “weapon” and what that defi-
nition does and does not include.

I think there is still time to try to
get some debate on that, but I am not
sult-e how much debate we are going to
get.

Article XIV, the so-called noncir-
cumvention issue, one that was hashed
out thoroughly-in the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and very much
in our committee, is something that
ought to be discussed to make sure we

-have a clear understanding on the
floor of the Senate of what this means
and not just the Senators on those
couple committees, but the entire
Senate.

This is the first arms control agree-
ment we have had on the floor of the

e

Senate since 1972. It has been 16 years
since we had an arms control agree-
ment on the floor of the Senate.

I think when you get these treaties,
we should try-to do the very best we
can under the time constraints that we
find ourselves in. On many of the
issues, there is still some time to dis-
cuss. I wanted to get into some of the
lessons learned in INF and what we
should not carry forward on START. I
hope and think that we should reserve

our option on the conventional Cruise -

missiles. I believe we have to do a lot
more in verification under a START
regime. I would like to spell that out
and see where the Senate is, whether
it would be through a declaration. I do
not know whether I will have that op-
portunity or whether the time will
permit me to get any kind of debate on
it.

There may be declarations that
could bé confined to 10 minutes, 5
minutes, depending on whether they
would be accepted or not accepted.

I find it, as I said, awkward, not that
we have a whole lot of choices, be-
cause we do not. There are very few. I
certainly understand that. We-have to
try to make the best of it.

But I also anticipated and hoped
that we could have gotten a very thor-
ough discussion. I know my senior col-
league from Indiana is very involved in
the idea of where NATO should or
should not be going. I read his book,
“Letters to the Next President.” He
talks about NATO and what we should
be doing in the' future. This would
have been a grand opportunity to have

that kind of discussion and debate,.

whether it be through declarations or
just have a discussion on the floor. I
would have been very interested to see
him express his ideas on the floor and
discuss them with me and others. I
think that would have been useful.

I do not think we are going to have
that time and opportunity now. I
think that is unfortunate. I think the
Senate will be the loser.

There are a host of issues that could
have been discussed. I think that there
will probably be some that will be dis-
cussed. I know Senator HoLLINGS has
an amendment I feel very strongly
about, because I think it is a mistake
to ban the conventional cruise missiles
and to allow the banning of all conven-
tional futuristics. We are going to
have a debate, but it will be an abbre-
viated debate. In fact, we are still on
the treaty, in a technical sense. I do
not know when we are going to get to
the Resolution of Ratification.

I just lament that we have this self-
imposed deadline. I think it is going to
abbreviate the debate and the sub-
stance of these issues that should have
been discussed.

We do not get many treaties before
the floor.of the Senate. As I said, it
has been 16 years. I just hope that
when we go back and we look at what
we have done—and there is a lot of in-
teresting things about the process—
that we might learn one important

. N
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lesson: that when you get_backed up
against a deadline—and we all know
what the rules and we can always use
them to our-advantage, which is cer-
tainly within our rights—that we
better understand that this is not a
very good way to conduct what I think
is an important debate on a substan-
tive issue. I would much preferred to
have done it differently, but we have
to take things as we find them.

We find ourselves now with the
summit. coming up and we have to pass
the treaty by the summit. I think that
is the desire of a huge majority.

It has been stated by some that per-
haps this interpretation amendment is
more important than the treaty—that
the interpretation amendment is more
important than the treaty—and yet it
is possible that we will have zero
debate on the actual amendment
itself—zero debate. It is possible. I
hope not, but it is possible, because we
could stay on this treaty. As the Sena-
tor from Indiana pointed out, if we go
beyond the 30 hours, that committee
amendment will come up and it will be
voted on. I suppose a motion to table
would be in order. If it is not tabled, it
is voted upon and we either have it or
do not have it. We could have no
debate on what some have alleged is
more important than the treaty itself.
That is the awkward spot this Senate
has gotten itself into.

As one who has spent considerable
time on this issue and on this particu-
lar treaty, I accept this. But I hope,
whenever the, next treaty comes
before the Serate, that we might be
on notice that when we know these
deadlines are out there and we push
our debate right up against the dead-
line, that we are going to diminish the
substance of the debate.

Now, perhaps that is indicative of
the treaty. Some say, “Well, this
treaty is a good treaty, but only a
small step forward.” I have heard that
said; that it is only reducing 3 or 4 per-
cent of the nuclear weapons in the
world; it is just a marginal step for-
ward.

Then, on the other ha.nd they say:
“But, we are a strong supporter of this
unprecedented treaty.”

I am not exactly sure whether it is a
small step forward or unprecedented.
Many people are saying, “Let’s just get
on with it.” We will get on with it. I
believe, as we do get on with it as we
are, though, that we are going to dis-
pense with a lot of needed debate. But
that has happened around here.

I have commented from time to time
on the lack of quality of debate in this
body, not just on this issue. But there
is not good debate, a lot of times.

In fact, I heard just recently a
couple of very distinguished Senators
making opening statements. We are
making opening statements on the
treaty at the time cloture ‘has been
filed. As I said, I am not faulting the
majority leader or the minority leader
because, to be able to pass this this
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week before the summit, they had to
do that, or something to that effect;
either that or get a unanimous con-
sent agreement. But here we have
opening statements being made on the
treaty and you have cloture being
- filed.

So 1 hope that it is rec‘orded, Mr.
President, that we are and have gotten
ourselves into what I consider a very
awkward position, an awkward posi-
tion and I think Senators and the
Senate itself has rushed to judgment
in the approach it has taken to com-
plete action on this treaty.

I think we are probably taking quite
a bit away from what could have been
some very qualitative discussion on a
lot of issues that relate to this INF
Treaty.

As my senior colleague from Indiana
pointed out, the amendments thus far
have been rejected quite overwhelm-
ingly. Although, I must say, that one
of the amendments, the Wallop
amendment, I thought could have
been accepted. I did not view that as
any kind of a killer amendment. But it
was rejected as well. ;

Hopefully, sooner rather than later,
we can get to the resolution of ratifi-
cation, call up the Holiings amend-
ment, get on with the interpretation
amendment, and get on with some
other debate, because we are probably
going to do this in 2, 2% days of actual
debate on issues that are very, very re-
lated to this treaty—2i% days to be
able to get it concluded, I am sure, by
Fnday, hopefully at a reasonable hour
in time for the Memorial Day break
and also in time for the summit.

I just take this opportunity to point
out where the Senate is and where it
has come from. As I said, there are no
good choices at this late date.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. .

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, in view
of the fact, as we have all been relat-
ing to the Chair in the last few min-
utes. the debate is going to be limited,
it is just as well to take advantage of
these few moments in the absence of
other Senators for a debate which we
might have had and may still have.

Earlier in the day the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina offered
an amendment and then he withdrew

the amendment. That, I suspect, gives.

him the privilege of qualifying the
amendment on a postcloture situation
as opposed to debating it today on the
treaty. But it is an interesting amend-
ment because it brings forward argu-
ments that we heard in the Foreign
Relations Committee at some length.
The distinguished Senator from
North Carolina was pointing out, as
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have other Senators, that many mem-
bers of the public are shocked that no
warheads are going to be destroyed in
the INF Treaty.

In fact, if one is not very careful in
defining words in the arguments, each
one of us are almost bound to lapse
into the use of the word “warhead” be-
cause it is a simple way of trying to ex-
press what is going to be destroyed.

The Senator from North Carolina
was technically correct in that the
warheads in terms all of their compo-
nents, including the fissionable mate-
rial, will not be destroyed in the field
for good reason and the Senator from
North Carolina accepted the fact that
fissionable material would be with-
drawn by the Soviets and ourselves, in
part because of safety reasons. It is
not easily disposable in the field; and
seccnd for other reasons that I want
to relate in just a moment because the
Senator at that time suggested that
the Soviets might use this material in
other warheads and in other arma-
ments and therefore we could see it
coming back at us in another form,
having not gotten rid of it at that
stage.

The Senator's amendment technical-
ly did not deal with fissionable materi-
al but rather with the guidance sys-
tems that would be taken out from the
warheads. Soviets would take away
their guidance systems, we would take
away ours. The gist of the Senator’s
amendment is that those guidance sys-

tems should be destroyed because, his

argument was, you could fit one war-
head on top of another launcher situa-
tion and have another missile coming
at you that you had not anticipated if
you had not destroyed all of it.

I want to relate from the report of
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee some thoughts about at least the
findings of the committee as we dis-
cussed this item on many occasions. I
quote from page 58 of the report
under ‘“Warheads Versus Missiles.”

During the Committee’s intitial hearings,
much media attention focused on several
Senators’ expressed concerns that, while the
Treaty provides for the dismantlement of
missiles, it does not require destruction of
the associated nuclear warheads. The fail-
ure of Administration witnesses to provide a
prompt and effective explanation allowed
this issue to gain notoriety.

Having assessed the matter, most Mem-
bers concluded that eliminating a particular
delivery system is sufficient to eliminate the
threat posed by weapons delivered by that
system. But there are, in addition, three rea-
sons why the Treaty, in eliminating certain
delivery systems, does not stipulate destruc-
tion of the associated warheads:

First, the United States did not wish the
Treaty to provide for warhead elimination
since any arrangements necessary for verifi-
cation of warheard destruction would have
allowed Soviet inspectors to learn details of
advanced American technology .which the
Administration quite rightly did not, want
conveyed to the Soviets.

Second, even if warhead destruction ar-
rangement could be agreed upon, the elimi-
nation of specified numbers of warheads
would prove nothing with regard to the war-
head stockpile of a party, even of the types
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theoretically being eliminated, since war-
head inventories are simply not verifiable in
any event. It is this fact which has led to
the arms control efforts to eliminate
launchers and missiles ra.ther than war-
heads.

Third, any agreement involvmg the dis-
posal of fissionable material while both
sides are manufacturing these materials and
intend to continue to do so would have been
particularly counterproductive for the
United States, which is in shorter supply of
such material than the Soviet Union. Fur-
thermore, this would exacerbate environ--
mental problems surrounding the disposal
of nuclear materials.

Thus wmle it is true that the warheads
will not be eliminated under the terms of
the INF Treaty, it bears emphasis that the
guiding purpose of the treaty, it bears em-
phasis that the guiding purpcse of the
treaty was not to eliminate nuclear weapons
per se—that is a much longer term goal—
but to eliminate certain kinds of politically
significant nuclear missiles, i.e., accurate
land-based missiles with ranges between 500
and 5,500 kilometers.

All told, allegations that there was a prob-
lem because no warheads would be eliminat-
ed proved to be thoroughly unpersuasive,
and most Committee Members were unde-
cided only as to whether it constituted a
“red herring” or a “crimson whale.”

I mentioned this, Mr. President, be-
cause I suspect that those who are
watching this debate around the coun-
try would need to know of the objec-
tives of our country, and they include
the recapture of this fissionable mate-
rial. It is in short supply. The Soviets
have more. And, therefore, to argue
that somehow we were in self-destruc-
tive activity in allowing the Soviets to
recover this for themselves I think is
to argue against the unassailable facts
that it is our short supply and not
theirs.

And, second, we did not want the So-
viets taking a look at the technology .
that is a part of our guidance systems.
I would say correspondingly they were
insistent that we not look at theirs
either.

To destroy that technology in the,
field implies not only that people are
looking at it from both countries, but
they are intimately involved in its de-
struction and have a very good idea of
the principles involved. I simply will
not go beyond that in terms of the
classification of the situation because
it is important that this technology be
guarded. That is the reason that we do
not want it destroyed in the field. We
want it withdrawn under our own aus-
pices.

Finally, Mr. President, the basic
commonsense situation comes down to
the fact that bullets, if they were to
lie here on the table teday, correspond
in a way to warheads in relationship to
a gun that fires the bullet and a mis-
sile launcher with regard to the mis-
sile with the warhead on it that finally
is fired at the enemy.

In short, we have had arguments al-
ready about SS-20 missiles that might
be out in the woods, disattached from
the launchers, from the crews, from
the servicing and what have you. And
Members have pointed out and the
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We can learn a great deal about Jap-
anese politics and policy formulation,
Mr. President, as we seek to under-
stand this most difficult subject. My
research, including the paper of
Chalmers Johnson and the public tes-
timony of Prof. Nathaniel Thayer,
leads me to believe that there are at
least two basic rules which all of us
must follow if we are to be successful
in influencing Japanese policymaking:
First, we must learn more about the
inner workings of the PARC and of
the various ministries which are re-
sponsive to the PARC, including juris-
dictional limitations and something of
the history and background which in-
fluences that particular ministry, and
second, we must establish a thorough
understanding of the role of the LDP
within the Diet. Without following
these rules, our efforts to understand
the many problems which confront us
with respect to Japanese policymaking
in the defense and trade areas will be
fruitless.

. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who seeks recognition?

Mr. DOLE. I suggest the absence of

a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection,
dered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is now closed.

SESSION—TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA AND THE UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB-
LICS ON THE ELIMINATION OF
.THEIR INTERMEDIATE-RANGE
AND SHORTER-RANGE MIS-
SILES (THE INF TREATY).

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
hour of 10 a.m. having arrived, the
Senate will now go into executive ses
sion to resume consideration of Execu-
tive Calendar Order No. 9, which the
clerk will now report. : )

The bill clerk read as follows:

Treaty Document 100-11, treaty between
the United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics on the elimina-
tion of their intermediate-range and short-
er-range missiles.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the treaty.

Pending: Helms amendment No. 2112, to
make technical corrections in section II of
the memorandum of understanding.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Caroli-
na is recogmzed

it is so or-
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AMENDMENT NO. 2112

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I presume that the
distinguished Senator from Indiana is
on his way here. When we parted
Friday, there was an understanding
that consideration would be given to
five technical amendments which I of-
fered early Friday afternoon and then
withdrew because of a curious set of
circumstances. When I presented the
copies of the five-amendments to the
managers on both sides, or to the
staffs thereof, the first indication was
that there would be no problem be-
cause each of the amendments related
to gross technical errors in the treaty.

I simply took the position that I
could not believe that the U.S. Senate
would deliberately and premeditatedly
approve and ratify a treaty which was
acknowledged to be flawed even by the
United States Department of State.

So I offered the amendments, and
then the circumstance developed
whereby aides rushed in with a sheet

-of paper and gave it to the managers,

and their verdict was that they could
not accept the amendments. So I with-
drew them.

Then later in the afternoon, as the
Chair may recall, I offered the first of
the five technical amendments again,
and that is the pending business.

So, on the hunch that Senator
Lucar may be willing to reach some
sort of accommodation on it, since he
is not here as yet, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to ca.l] the
roil.

Mr. LEAI-IY Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without obJectlon, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permit-
ted to speak for 12 minutes as if in leg-
islative session or in morning business.

Mr. BYRD. Why does the Senator
not ask unanimous consent that he
speak as if in legislative session and
out of order.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I make
that request and thank the maJonty
leader.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request?

Hearing none, it is so ordered.

ADMINISTRATION’S
PROBLEM IN PANAMA

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there
has ‘been a great deal of discussion

during the past few days on the mat-

ters presently before us on the INF
Treaty. I would like very much, of
course, for President Reagan to be
able to have the treaty ratified before
he goes to Moscow.

But, Mr. President, that is not what
I wish to speak about today. I am con-
cerned, that the administration is still
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trying to make a deal with General -
Noriega.

I must ask, Mr. President, and I
hope all Senators would ask, if one of
the reasons we are having so much
trouble with General Noriega is be-
cause key figures in the administra-
tion have, for years, paid General Nor-
iega huge sums of money, if press ac-
counts are accurate; that they have
dealt - with him because he helped
them out with Contra activity, Contra
activity that might not have passed
muster here. And, in fact, the Drug
Enforcement Agency, I am led to be-
lieve, has turned a blind eye to what

General Noriega has done because of -

his support for this administration.
That is the question we should ask.

Mr. President, I almost have to
wonder if, at the White House, they
have not received a cabled message
from General Noriega saying: “Well,
gentleman, I would like to go but I
wonder if I can talk to my book pub-
lisher on the way out.”

They have a worried brow when
they hear him say, book publisher.

What might that be about, General
Noriega? -

And he would say, Well I would like
to talk about the members of the
Reagan administration who have dealt
with me in the past. Those members
of the administration who knew what
I was doing in drug dealing.

Those members of the administra-
tion who knew what I was doing to
subvert any kind of democracy in
Panama, but were willing to ignore it
for two reasons: One, because I helped
them with the Contras when they
could not get the Congress to allow it,
and two, because I would turn over
some-drug dealers to them, which cer-
tainly helped with statistics-and head-
lines in the war against drugs.

I would suggest, Mr. President, that
it is not just because the policy has
been badly handled in dealing with
General Noriega and Panama but that
there may be another reason why, per-
haps, all the pressure that might have
been brought to bear has not been
brought, and that is because too many
people in the administration who have
dealt with him are afraid of what he
might say. ) .

Mr. President, while, I am on the
subject of the Contras, I welcomed the
signing of a ceasefire agreement 2
months ago. In accord with that agree-
ment, Congress approved $34 million
in genuine humanitarian aid, halt for
the Contras, half for children injured
in the war, plus $10 million to monitor
compliance. That legislation is very
specific. The aid is to be delivered only
through neutral organizations and ad-
ministered consistent with the Sapoa
ceasefire agreement. That means that
the aid will only be delivered to Con-
tras in ceasefire zones inside Nicara-
gua.

Many of us voted for that aid be-
cause we felt that if administered ac-
cording to law, it would give the Con-
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tras incentive to negotiate a settle-
ment while making clear to their lead-
ership that there will be no more mili-
tary - assistance from the TUnited
States. But I am increasingly con-
cerned that the law is not being fol-
lowed. \

The Agency for International Devel-
opment has already started delivering
aid directly to the Contras in Hondu-
ras, even though the law says it must
be by neutral organizations to Contras
gathered in ceasefire zones inside
Nicaragua.

Already more than 300 tons of food
and clothing have been delivered in
- Honduras. That clothing, incidentally,
is military uniforms; 80,600. pounds of
food have been airdropped by a com-
pany that until 3 months ago has been
giving military aid to the Contras. Cer-
tainly not a neutral delivery system.

Aid has given the Contra leadership
cash. Three hundred and thirty thou-
sand dolars’ a month has already been
given to Contra families in Miami, Te-
gucigalpa, and Costa Rica. How is that
consistent with the law? I do not think
any body here voted to give money to
Contra fat-cats in Miami. That is not
what was intended, but that is what
has happened. .

An additional undisclosed amount,
reported in the press as much as
$450,000 a month in cordobas, is being
given to individual Contras in Nicara-
gua. How can we verify how that
money is being spent?

Over and over we have seen this ad-
ministration try to byass the law, even
laws they negotiated with the Con-
gress, even -laws the administration
gave lip service to when they passed
the Congress. If it concerns with Cen-
tral America, we have to assume that
the law will be twisted or ignored.
Black is not black, it might be white; 2
and 2 may well not equal four. That is
what is happening here.

I think that is why we have the
problem we are having with General
Noriega. I think that is why we have
the problems we have with Honduras,
and now with other parts of Central
America. The administration has been
-willing to ignore whatever might be

the law, whatever might be the policy -

decisions made within their own ad-
ministration, of the Congress. I de-
plore recent actions by the Nicaragua
Government, to subvert dissent within
their own country. It is not my pur-
pose here to defend them. But the fact
is the U.S. Government ought to abide
by its own laws. It has become painful-
1y clear that still is not happening in
Central America. .

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roil.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is 50 or-
dered.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-

IETNAMESE MOTOR PUMPS
DEMONSTRATE APPROPRIATE
DEVELOPMENT TECHNOLOGY

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr, President, last
month I spoke to our distinguished
colleagues abouti a successful U.S. de-
that occurred
during the 1960’s in Vietnam. The
project involved distribution of about
500,600 small motor pumps in Socuth
Vietnam. During my April visit to
Vietnam, I was amazed to see some of
these old pumps still in operation and
to learn they have been taken to other
areas of Vietnam. They are used for ir-
rigation.

T cited this as an example of a fairly
modest, relatively low-cost develop-
ment program working much better
and producing longer lasting results
than.the more massive costly projects.

Recently, I received some a2dditional
infermation on the motor pump distri-
bution preogram in Vietnam.

According to a letter sent to me by
Barbara Crossette, a journalist with
the New York Times who provides ex-
cellent coverage of Vietnam and other
areas of Southeast Asia and who ac-
companied me during my April visit to
Vietnam, the French word for Kohler
has entered the Vietnamese language
as a generic term for motor pumps.

She further reports that many of
the pumps that were distributed in
South Vietnam in the 1960’s later were
taken to the central highlands in
North Vietnam following the fall of
Saigon.

Indeed, the discovery that the word
Kohler had been absorbed intc the Vi-
etnamese language came when she
and her assistant, Mrs. Hao, were 100k-
ing through some Vietnamese contem-
porary literature, some plays and
short stories that had been written
about the government and the intel-
lectual ferment that is occurring in
South Vietnam.

In some of the short stories, the
word Kohler has come to mean a 2 or
3 horsepower waterpump used for
both irrigation, for pumping water out
of the well, and also for driving a
sampan, a small Vietnamese boat.

Mr. President, all of this is testimo-
ny to the powerfulness of the small
and seemingly insignificant. Indeed,
the United States did carryout many
grandiose projects in Vietnam. There
were projects £o build huge buildings
and to start industries. There was a
CORDS Program to revitalize the

-economy through massive injections

of money and other things into the Vi-
etnamese economy.
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. Strangely enough, a small economic
development project remains visible

there. 1 saw some of the Kohler .

pumps still working. I think there is a
lesson in this as we try to help other
countries: Sometimes small is beauti-
ful. Sometimes the small economic de-
velopment projects, a loan of $500 to a

¢

fisherman to improve his boat or a -

motor pump project or something of
that sort, has a much longer term eco-
nomic impact on a country than some
of these grandiose projects, such as
building an airport, or a paper mill or
something of that sort which is aban-
doned later -on or maybe competes
with some of our own industries.

Mr. President, the livelihood of
many Vietnamese was affected and is
still being afiected by the very small
Kohler and other motor pumps. They
still affect many lives in Vietnam. This
is especially important to note in the
context of the current food shortage
in Vietnam,

In the words of the scholar, Ernest "

F. Schumacher, small is beautiful in
terms of economic growth and devel-
opment. Shoemaker’s landmark work,
“Small Is Beautiful, Economics As If
People Mattered”, inspired many to
consider more innovative development
strategies that would fit more realisti-
cally with the actual conditions preva-
lent in most of the developing nations.

Instead of taking a high-technology
capital-intensive approach to develop-
ment, he argued that developmental
strategies or programs should employ
a labor-intensive intermediate technol-
ogy approach. The basis of Schu-
macher’s thesis was that developing

nations, such as India, possessed little

capital but a wealth of labor. Expen-
sive and sophisticated high-technology
short-cuts to development would not
work in such situations. I# is better, he
wrote, to put into the hands of rural
villagers, farmers, or peasants technol-
ogy of a simpler kind that would have
an immediate or lasting impact on
their livelihood and well-being.

Since the publication of Schu-

macher’s book in 1973, the trend
toward smaller scale development
projects has escalated rapidly. There
is less emphasis today in U.S. develop-
ment programs on the large projects,
such as airports and steel plants, that
seem to have predominated in the
1950’s and early 1960’s. This is a credit
not only to Schumacher but also the
thousands of dedicated development
economists, theorists, and program ad-
ministrators, as well as domestic
groups and associations, such as Bread
for the World, Results, and others.
" The World Bank still emphasizes the
large-scale projects, such as irrigation
works, but even it has shifted many of
its resources to projects that are of im-
mediaté benefit to the poorest of the
poor in developing countries.

Mr. President, recently I had a
chance to listen to former President
Jimmy Carter who now has a founda-
tion and is workihg on economic devel-
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opment in Africa. As I understand his
project from a speech he gave recent-
ly, his group initiates relatively
modest economic development
projects. It helps people get started
helping themselves. The result is not
grandiose, but may be considered by
some economic planners as smaill.

It makes a permanent economic de-

. velopment contribution to a country in
Africa. I do not think we are paying
enough attention to Africa, but I was
heartened to hear of a former Presi-
dent of the United States working and
focusing on these projects. I believe
such efforts fall within Schumacher’s
small is beautiful thesis.

Mr. President, in conclusion, target-
ing smaller scale lower technology as-
sistance to the poorest members of de-
veloped nations seems to work best
and have the most permanent effect.

Assistance for big projects is needed,
but in this era of budgetary restraint
it might be preferable to emphasize
smaller, more appropriate technology
that offers desirable assistance at a
more modest cost.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I note the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARKIN). The clerk will call the roll.

" The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the. Senator from
North Carolina numbered 2112 is the
pending question before the Senate at
this time.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, on Friday, I men-
tioned a number of times the intent
and purpose of the pending amend-
ment. If we could review the bidding,
early Friday afternoon I offered this
amendment along with four other
technical corrections amendments
which I offered to the managers of the
bill to be considered en bloc. I did so
because it did not occur to me there
would be any question about the
Senate preferring to act on a treaty
that in statement of fact and statistics
and figures would be as nearly correct
as possible. I simply do not feel, speak-
ing as one Senator, that the Senator
should deliberately and knowingly
propose to ratify a treaty that the
Senate is aware and has been officially
advised is massively incorrect in terms
of the implications of the errors made
by the negotiators at the State De-
partment.

Now we have the anomaly that the
State Department acknowledges that
the figures on various weaponry are
incorrect, and the State Department

. has submitted ‘“corrections” to these
figures, and now the State Depart-
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ment even proposes to correct the cor-
rections, which may tell us something
about the dangers of rushing pell-mell
into a treaty meeting certain deadlines
established by the stars or whatever.

Now, this Senator feels that we
should not abdicate as Senators our
constitutional responsibility to have
the treaty correct and not rely upon
and add to any precedent that may
exist whereby the State Department
and the Soviet Union can exchange
notes or whatever to establish a new
set of figures not contained in the
treaty itself. It is just as simple as
that.

So the pending amendment is in-
tended merely to correct an officially
acknowledged mistake in the text of
the memorandum of understanding.
As I said earlier, it is similar in nature
to four other amendments I attempted
to have adopted en bloc this past
Friday because I could see no valid
reason why the managers would not
accept the amendments. And after all,
these amendments are based upon De-
partment of State corrections of clear
errors. Everybody acknowledges that.

Now, I have thought there would be
no controversy about the five amend-
ments, of which the pending amend-
ment is one and only one. I withdrew
the five amendments. And I resubmit-
ted the first'of the five which is now
the pending amendment.

As I say, I believe the managers are
concerned about the fact that the
State Department now wishes even to
correct its corrections. But I will let
Senators PeLL and Lucar speak to that
question. :

I would say that there are about 40
other errors which must be correct, 40
errors that I happen to know about.at

this time. There are probably far more

than that. Again, I would emphasize
that we have lost any exactitude in
the considefation of this treaty be-
cause of the haste with which it was
negotiated and signed by the President
of the United States.

I hope we will understand the diffi-
culties and the frustrations of the
managers of the bill. But the work of
the Senate, you see, Mr. President, is
being held up by the State Depart-
ment and its continuing inability to
get its act together and do things cor-
rectly and to tell the Senate where the
mistakes are and exactly what correc-
tions must be made in the text.

Senator Lucar was good enough to
share with me earlier some informa-
tion that he will shortly present for
the REcorp. And I will not go into
that. <

But the point is that we call the
pending amendment and the other
four which I submitted Friday techni-
cal amendments. But in fact they are
substantive amendments, and far more
important in terms of their total im-
plications than just mere technical
amendments. For example, the pend-
ing amendment involves a counting
error of no less than eight Pershing II
missiles. Well, you say, well what is a
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Pershing II missile or two? What dif-
ference does it make? It makes a heck
of a lot of difference because no one
can claim that 400 kilotons of nuclear
explosive power is just a small matter.
400 kilotons of nuclear explosive
power—that is what is reflected in this
one error—is equivalent to about 16
Hiroshimas.

So that is not a minor error. And I
think the Senate under its constitu-
tional. authority, .responsibility, and
duty has an obligation to make this
treaty as nearly accurate as may be
possible. Certainly,” we should not go
into the business of proposing to ratify
a treaty by tacking on some addendum
provided by the State Department in
terms of notes, and that sort of thing,
exchanged with the Soviet Union,
unless they are an integral part of the
treaty. . :

So I am hopeful that the managers
will yet accept the amendment. I do
not hold -‘any great hopes in that
regard. But as I said, different strokes
for different folks. I just happen to
feel that we have a constitutional re-
sponsibility that does not include al-
lowing a peripheral activity by the
U.S. State Department to define the
-terms of what the final treaty as rati-
fied, when ratified, and if ratified is
supposed to mean. We are supposed to
know what it means. We have a duty
to find out if we do not know. And cer-
tainly, when we find out that the
treaty is seriously, if not fatally,
flawed we have a duty as I say to cor-
rect it. '

1 will suggest that it be made origi-
nal text for the purpose of further
amendment if there are more correc-
tions. But before we get into that sort
of legislative parliamentary proce-
dures imposing discipline, I prefer to
hear from the managers of the bill.

I yield the floor. :

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his lucid explanation
of the situation that we found our-
selves in on Friday, and we come back
to the situation again today. .

Mr. President, let me attempt to in-
terpret the situation as I see it. The.
Senator from North Carolina offered
on Friday five amendments that pur-
ported to be corrections to the text of
the treaty. He in fact, as he has point-
ed out, withdrew those amendments
and has submitted the first of them as
an amendment No. 2112, And that is
the ' pending business before the
Senate. .

As the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina points out, that
amendment would strike out the nu-
merals 170, 170, and 175 under the
column headed “U.S.A.” and insert re-
spectively in lieu thereof the numerals
178, 178, and 182, these being counts
that the United States was taking of
inventory.
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Mr. President, let me state for the
REcorD, and I did not understand this
situation until the Senator rose, that
by eliminating the other five amend-
ments and reverting back to this one,
we are dealing with this one. The Sen-
ator has pointed out it might be used
as original text for other amendments
of corrections that need to be made to
the treaty. But I would point out, at
- least to my understanding, to the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, that, in
fact, in this particular instance of this
amendment 2112, the numerals 170,
170, and 175, which appear in the
treaty are correct. We have examined
the five amendments that the Senator
offered on Friday. And as I gather it,
the first and the third amendments on
Friday were in fact correct in the
treaty. Amendments 2, 4, and 5 re-
quired changes.

I mention this not to confound the
Senator but simply to indicate that
specifically with the amendment in
front of us now it would obviously be a
mistake to adopt the amendment be-
cause the treaty as it stands is correct.

Let me also make a point for the
REcorp that if we had adopted this
amendment on Friday, we would have
made an error. We would have in fact
amended the treaty and inserted in-
correct figures. This Senator argued
on Friday that consideration of this
issue was premature, because in fact
both the United States and the Soviet
Union were in the process of attempt-
ing to exchange letters that to the
‘very best of the negotiators’ abilities
on both sides finally bring all of the
technical corrections into some agree-
ment. And for the sake of the RECORD,
Mr. President, I shall attempt to recite
my upderstandmg of what has oc-
curred over the weekend.

Over this past weekend, United
States and the Soviet representatives
completed the exchanges of notes that
are required to make the needed tech-

nical and typographical corrections in.

the INF protocols and the MOU, the
. memorandum of understanding.

One set of notes was exchanged in
Vienna with respect to the site dia-
grams in the MOU; another set was
exchanged in Moscow with respect to
the protocols and the MOU data.

The texts. of these notes—including
unofficial translations of the Russian
texts—have been cabled to the State
Department, and the original texts of
the notes are being hand-carried to
Washington. The State Department is
awaiting their arrival,

If Senators wish to review the con-
tent of these notes now, the State De-
partment has prepared unofficial texts
based on the cabled versions. (Copies
attached.) However, the State Depart-
ment points out that until the original
texts are received, and official transla-
tions of the Russian texts compieted,
the Department cannot guarantee
that these unofficial texts are error-
free. This should all be completed by
tomorrow, or Wednesday at the latest.

. The complete official package will
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_then be transmitted to the Senate, and

will supersede corrections previously
published.

In addition, the two sides have also
exchanged updated photographs of
the 8S-20 front section, and the SS-4,
$S-12, and $S-23 missiles with their
front sections, as well as the U.S. PIA
and PII. Since we already have photo-
graphs of the 5S-20 without its front
section, we now have a complete set of
photographs for the SS-20.

Mr, President, with all these facts in
mind, I have conferred with the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina
both on the floor publicly on Friday
and prwa,tely again this morning sug-
gesting that in my judgement the pru-
dent course would be to incorporate
these letters that are to be exchanged
with the Soviet Union in some form in
the resolution or ratification.

.I made the argument on Friday that
it wouid appear that other agreements
entered into with the Soviet Union
with regard to verification, with
regard to the futuristic weapons issue,
may very well be incorporated in the
exchange of letters and confirmation
of that in the resolution of ratifica-
tion.

It seemed to me that the Senator
from North Carolina has an absolutely
valid.point that we ought to clear up
precisely the numbers on both sides

and the details that he and others

have suggested, and indeed the Sena-
tor from North Carolina is also correct
that in addition to the attempts that
he made on Friday with the INF
amendments that were offered there
are additional corrections that are cov-
ered by the letters now being ex-
changed that I have mentioned in this
earlier statement.

For all of these reasons, it still ap-
pears to this Senator that we should
not amend the basic text of the treaty.

The Senator from North Carolina
argues, as I understand it, that we
should. That I think is an honest dis-

.agreement as to how we ought to pro-

ceed.
- T would urge the distinguished Sena-
tor from North Carolina to withdraw
this amendment and others that come
into this technical interpretation
phase and to be prepared to work with
this Senator, the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, and other Senators, at the time we
come to the resolution of ratification
because I think we will all be in agree-
ment that corrections need to be made
need to be shown clearly and adopted
by the Senate.:

But I weuld urge that we not do so
at this point on the text of the treaty.

I would say with all respect to the
distingnished Senator in the event
that he wishes to press this amend-

ment I will offer a tabling motion at -

an appropriate time so that the issue
can be resolved and we can move on to
the next one. -

I would prefer not to take that activ-
ity because I have agreed in this state-
ment and my statement Friday the

May 23, 1988

point the Senator makes is of consid-
erable validity and the disagreement I
think comes now simply as to where
the changes are to be made and at -
what point in this debate. )

With those thoughts, Mr. President,
I wait additional word from my col-
league from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me
thank the Senator from Indiana be-
cause he has confirmed everything I
have said.

If he will examine the corrigendum
which is included in the document
which is given each Senator, if he will
iook at one, it reads, for instance, one
in the Memorandum of Understand-
ing, MOU, section 2, paragraph 2, page
10, concerning shorter range missiles
and launchers for the United States,
the number of nondeployed missiles
should read 171, which tracks the
amendment that I have at the desk ex-
actly; also the aggregate number of de-
ployed and nondeployed missiles

.Sshould read 178, which also tracks; the

aggregate number of secondary stages
should read 182.

The Senator has confirmed what I
said, that the State Department now
wishes to correct its corrections, which
is fine with me, just so we get the
treaty correct.

Mr. President, let me confer for just
a moment with theé distinguished Sen-
ator.

Mr. President, thank you for the
intermission.

T am a little puzzled and I say this in
all friendliness to my good friend from
Indiana, that he has insisted that any
such correction be made in the.resolu-
tion of ratification even to the point
that he says that he will move to
table.

Let me read a cable from the Embas-
sy of the United States of America in
Moscow, No. MFA/130/88.

It says:

The Embassy of the United States of
America presents its compliments- of the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and has the

" honor to refer to the treaty between the

United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on the elimina-
tion of their intermediate-range and short-
er-range missiles with the Memorandum of
Understanding and Protocol (the treaty).
Signed Washington, December 8, 1987.

Next paragraph:

The Embassy proposes that the correc-
tions set forth in the attachment to this
note be made in the text of the treaty.

. And that is what I am saying.

Then ths paragraph goes further to
say:

The Embassy further proposes that this
note and Ministry note in reply accepting
the corrections shall constitute a correction
of the text of the treaty.

That “is all I am saying, that we
ought to do the job here.

I will make a proposition to the Sen-
ator from Indiana and the able chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, Mr. PELL, predicated on my belief
that we ought to have the treaty as
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nearly accurate as possible and maybe
the State Department will have a fur-
ther correction to its correction to its
correction, which suits me fine, just so
they and we end up getting it right.

So I propose that since there is this
uncertainty about how many more
corrections -to the corrections to the
corrections that they have, that I
withdraw this amendment temperarily
so we can try to get a bead on this
moving target and go on to something
else. But, at least, we have unanimous

acknowledgment, I take it, that the

treaty as it now stands is in error and
in serious error in terms of kiloton-
nage and other aspects.

So, with that in mind and in empha-
sis on ' my desire to cooperate with the
" managers of the bill, I withdraw this
amendment, and shall move, on to an-
other one unless they have some other
business they prefer to bring up. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has a right to withdraw his
amendment.

The amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me
express my appreciation to the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina
for withdrawing the amendment on
the basis that he has stated.

‘The Senator is correct, that obvious
corrections are occurring. They are
substantial and they are numerous. To
pin down how many there will be and
how many amendments will be re-
quired to correct them, it would be
hard to ascertain.

As a matter of common sense a.nd
comity, I think the Senator is right in

his action. I pledge to work with him -

so that by the time we complete what
I hope will be the ratification of the
INF Treaty, all of these things are set-
tled down with some exactitude as
they need to be in reﬁpons1ble legisla-
tion.

Mr. HELMS. That is the most en-
couraging statement I have heard yet.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I just
wanted to add my words to those of
the Senator from Indiana to express
my appreciation to.the Senator from
North Carclina and to share his belief
that this is a problem that is going to
have to be resolved. It is not a ques-
tion of if it will be resolved, because it
will be. It is just a question of when
and in what form. We seem to be
reaching a consensus here and I am
delighted.

Mr. HELMS. Could I ask the chair-
man one question?

Mr. PELL. I will do my best.

Mr. HELMS. All that remains is the

question of whether corrections shall -

be made in the text of the treaty,
which is what T have insisted upon, or
otherwise. Now, can somebcdy who
has more rapport with the State De-
partment than I do find out what they
really mean? Obviously, they are send-
ing signals to you, Senator PeLL, and

to Senator LUGaR, saying we want this

on the resolution of ratification, when
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the Embassy says it ought to be on the
treaty.

Maybe they can circle the wagons
down “there in Foggy Bottom and
decide what they want to do about
this.

Mr. PELL. My understanding was
the desired course was to put it on the
resolution ef ratification. But, as you
point out, it mentions there the
treaty. I will have to consult our law-
yers. As you know, lawyers are hired
to say whatever you ask them to say.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.
We will work it out.

Mr. LUGAR. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. PELL. Yes.

Mr. LUGAR. To try to clarify this.

cable, the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina has stated correctly
that the Embassy proposes the correc-
tions set forth in attachment to this
note be made to the text of the treaty.

Then, the next sentence is:

The Embassy further propeses that this
note, and the Ministry’s note in reply ac-
cepting the corrections, shall constitute a
text of the Treaty.

So, in essence, the Embassy, perhaps
not knowing ocur debate here and the
alternatives presented, does, in fact,
believe that the corrections to the
treaty text should be made, but sug-
gests that the way that you do that is
through the exchanges of these notes.

Clearly, the Senator from' North
Carolina, I think, would make a fur-
ther distinction that you have the text
and you have the notes and they are
not the sarde. But it would appear that
this ingenius communication has co-
opted both possibilities in the same
message. So we will try to get certifica-

-tion.

Mr., HELMS. I am constrained to
quote the State motto of the great
State of the Union—I will get some
dispute about that—North Carolina,
which is “Esse Quam Videri”—“To be
rather than to seem.”

Now, let us not seem to be amending
the text of the treaty. Let us amend
the text of the treaty. But we can dis-
cuss that and the amendment is with-
drawn, in any case.

I thank the Chair and I thank the
Senators. .

Mr. PELL. If the Senator will yield
for a question, I cannot resist the
sense of pride that compels me to state
the mottoes of my home State and
home city. The motto of Newport, my
home city, is: “Love conquers 2il”—
“Amor . Vincet Omnia.” My State’s
motto is “hope.” And that is what we
are practicing here.

Mr: HELMS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, T suggest the absence
of a quorum while I get my papers
straight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roli.

The legislative clerk proceeded - to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr.: President, I ask
unanimous censent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, momen-
tarily I shall call up another amend-
ment. I will not do so at the moment,
but I have supplied a copy for each of
the managers and I filed one at the
desk.

It says:

In Article XV11, Paragraph 1, before the
period at the end of the paragraph, add the
following: “provided, however, That the
Parties understand and agree that the
United States shall not exchange instru-
ments of ratification until the President,
without delegation, shall have certified to
the United States Senate that, in his judg-
ment, the number of SS-20 missiles report-
ed by the Soviet Union as being possessed
by it on November 1, 1987 pursuant to the
initial data exchange under the Memoran-
dum of Understanding, is a true accounting
of the number of SS-20 missiles possessed
by the Soviet Union on that date.”.

"Now, the mere reading of that
amendment almost speaks for itself,
but not quite. This amendment, in
fact, Mr. President, poses a very
simple, reasonable proposition. Do
we—meaning the Senators of the
United States—do we or do we not care
whether the Soviet Union through
blatant deception maintains a covert -
force of SS-20’s in violation of the
treaty? Do we care?

We ought to find out how each Sen-
ator fells on this when I call the
amendment up and when I get the
yeas and nays. Whether it is a tabling
raotion or up or down vote, we.are
going to find out how each Senaten.

. stands on condoning Soviet deception.

It is not going to be enough to trot in
here and just vote o table.

This one is for real. This is a gut
issue. it could mean the difference be-
tween survival and destruction of
Europe or a good part of it.

Specifically this amendment pro-
vides that the instruments of ratifica-
tion shall not be exchanged until the
President has certified to the Senate—
and that is a fair proposition—that, in .
his judgment, the Soviet provides in
the memorandum of understanding a
true accounting of the number of SS-
20’s they possessed at the time.

On Saturday, I ran into a fine gen-
tleman and his wife at a supermarket.
Mrs. Helms was out of town and I had
to do a little shopping.

He said, “Senator. you bewilder me
about all of *this talk about SS-20's
and SS-25’s and all of the rest of the

numbers.” He said, “What are you
talking about?” . :
1 said, “Well, sir, a lot of Senators

are bewildered by the figures. They
are not certain what they are talking
about, if they talk about it. But,
* simply said, the SS-20 is an outmoded
intermediate missile produced in abun-
dance by the Soviet Union. It is not a
long-range missile and it is so old that
they have been modernizing with the
SS-25 missile.

“Now then, the SS-25 is not cov-
ered”—I told the gentleman and his
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wife—"“by this treaty. The SS-20 is.
The Soviet Union would just-as soon
get rid of the American Pershing II's
because in doing so all of the deterrent
is removed from Europe against Soviet
aggression, not only by their enor-
mously overwhelming conventional
forces but by those SS-25’s which are
not covered by this treaty.”

These new SS-25’s are all- purpose
missiles that the Soviet Union has
ready to go.

They could be short range or long
range. They can still threaten and in-
timidate Europe or they could hit us.
Take your pick.

So they got a good deal on this thing
and we are pulling out of all of our
- Pershing II’s, and all of our Pershing

II's will be destroyed—that is to say

except the warheads on both the SS-

20’s and the Pershing II’s, the SS-20’s

on the Soviet side, the Pershlng II's on

our side.”

So there goes the American deter-
rent.

He said, “Well how in the world’—
this is the gentleman I met at the su-

' permarket—he said, “How in the world

did our people fall for that'? I said,

“You tell me and we will both know.”

Yet, this is the treaty, just one
aspect of the treaty, that there has
been just a bum’s rush to have rati-
fied.

The distinguished majority leader
keeps talking about blue ribbons to
wrap around it and hand to the Presi-
dent'so he ‘can put it in his pocket. 1
want to see what kind of pocket the

_President has to hold this treaty and
whether it is a blue ribbon or a pink
ribbon to wrap around it.

But the truth of the matter is this is
a dangerous, dangerous gamble for the
free world. No wonder Mr. Gorbachev
is smiling. I would be laughing if I had
experienced such a delightful accom-

modation to my wishes as the negotia-

tors of this treaty gave Mr. Gorba-
chev’s negotiators.

To be honest about it, we were snoo-

kered, and this amendment just points
up one aspect of how badly we have
been snookered. Because there is no
way on Earth that there can be any
feeling of security about verification
of covert SS-20’s. We are going to be
‘able to look where the Soviets. tell us
"we can look. And'anybody who feels
that the Soviet Union is going to tell
us where they have hidden these
covert missiles so 'we can look there,
well, anybody who believes that will
believe anything.

But at the heart of the debate on
this treaty is that one simple question:
How many of these SS-20’s do the So-
viets possess? Nobody knows. It is a
matter of trusting the Soviets, and I
confess that I do not. I have been into
that time arnd time again as to why 1
do not trust them and why I do not be-
lieve that our country should trust
them. But, in any case, in the memo-
randum of understanding, the Soviets
claimed to possess 650 SS-20’s. This is
the number—650—that, presumably,

the Soviets will destroy. At the same
time, however, according to official
and unclassified information, the ma-
jority of our intelligence community
believes that the Soviets in fact have
hundreds more SS-20's than the
Kremlin admits to having. These hun-
dreds of SS-20’s, above and beyond the
number given by the Kremlin in the
memorandum of understanding, will
not be destroyed. They will remain in
that covert force that I talked about a
minute ago.

The exact estimates of our intelli-
gence community can be presented
and discussed only at closed session.
There was a stab at that not too long
ago. Mostly there was utter confusion.
However there are many official un-
classified sources of information and
much has appeared in open testimony,
and even in the media for that matter,
to draw some conclusions that ought
to make even the folks in Foggy
Bottom a little nervous. The fact is
that, according to official unclassified
information, the majority of our intel-
ligence agencies, seven out of nine,
with only the CIA and the State De-
partment-INR excépted, are said reli-
ably to believe that the Soviets have
300 to 600 or more SS-20’s above and
beyond that 650 that the Soviets de-
clared that they had and which they
will destroy. So they will destroy the
650, presumably, after taking off the

‘warheads which they can rebolt to the

SS-25’s, and there we go again.

I do not know whether many Sena-
tors have familiarized themselves with
the salient points in the debate over
the number of S$S-20’s actually pro-
duced and in the possession of the So-
viets. But if the reported consensus es-
timate of our intelligence agencies is
correct, then the claim -that INF
Treaty compliance can be verified is
knocked into a cocked hat.

Moreover, if these official unclassi-
fied reports are correct and Senators
nevertheless choose to ignore the re-
ports, will it not be tantamount to
saying: We do not care if the Soviets
are lying to us, and we do not care if
they have a covert force of literally
hundreds of SS-20’s. That is what it
will amount to.

I have a bar chart which I wish Sen-
ators would examine. From this chart,
all of which is based on official unclas-
sified information and open sources, it
is clear that the reported National In-
telligence Estimate—representing a
consensus of the intelligence commu-
nity—of 956 SS-20’s exceeds the Soviet
number of 300. This, in fact, is the
minimum size of the Soviet Covert
force, as reported by the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral
Crowe, in open testimony.

The explanation of each bar in the
bar chart is as follows: )

First, the Soviets declared that they had a
maximum of 650 SS-20 missiles as of No-
vember 1, 1987, when they signed the INF
Treaty on December 8, 1987. This is the
total number of SS-20’s that the Soviets are
obligated to eliminate under the Treaty.
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’Under the terms of the Treaty, this number

of 650 is supposed to represent the total
number of SS-20’s ever produced and still in
the hands of the Soviets,

Second, many recent press reports have
stated that, in the National Intelligence Es-
timate of July 1987, the State Department
Intelligence and Research Office (INR)
both made an estimate of total 550 SS-20's
produced, a number that was 100 less than
the Soviets declared 4 months later. That
failure in itself discredits the CIA/State
methodology of estimating.

Third, in the draft NIE of Jariuary 1988,
the press reported that the CIA/State esti-
mate had been raised to 700, or 50 more
than the Soviets admitted. This estimate
made it possible for the State Department
to claim publicly that the Soviet-supplied
number was “within the range of our uncer-
tainties.” It is noteworthy that a DOD
study earlier had concluded that even 50
S8-20’s was a militarily significant number.

Fourth, the State Department declared
publicly on May 13, 1987, that there would
be 840 SS-20’s almost at the same time
when they were reportedly claiming in the
NIE that there were only 550—further
straining the credulity of the methodology
involved. }

Fifth, in the July 1987 NIE, according to
press reports, the majority of the intelli-
gence community, that is the four military
service intelligence departments, plus the

‘National Security Agency, reportedly all es-

timated that the Soviets had at least 950
SS-20’s. This was the NIE best estimate,
agreed to by a majority of the intelligence
community. This judgment was repeated in
the January 1988 draft of the current NIE,
but the final draft of the NIE may well have
failed to give any consensus estimate be-
cause of the political implications. This was
probably the basis for Admiral Crowe’s
statement that the Soviets had 300 more
SS-20’s than the 650 they declared, or 950.

Sixth, both the July 1987 NIE and - the
January 1988 draft reportedly both con-
tained estimates by DIA of 1,200 SS-20’s
produced. This is actually the most reasona-
ble estimate when Soviet targeting require-
ments in Europe are taken into consider-
ation.

Seventh, according to open ‘sources, re-
sponsible estimates as high as 2,250 SS-20’s
have been produced, based on further
Soviet targeting requirements in Asia and
analysis of evidence of SS-20 production
and development under two Soviet 5-year
plans, 1976-80 and 1981-85. This estimate
may be the estimate most soundly based in
terms of methodology.

Mr. President, as I have pointed out,
this amendment poses a very. simple
proposition: Do we, or do we not, care
if the Soviets are being truthful to us.
Do we condone Soviet deception, or
not?

If the Senate does care, then it will
approve this- amendment providing
that the instruments of ratification of
the INF Treaty not be exchanged
until the President has certified to the
Senate that, in his judgment, the Sovi-
ets were telling the truth—in the
memorandum of understanding—
about the number of SS-20°’s they pos-
sessed at the time,
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AMENDMENT NO. 2113
(Purpose: To provide that the instruments
of ratification shall not be exchanged,
until the President has certified to the

Senate that, in his judgment, the number

of SS-20 missiles reported by the Soviet

Union as being possessed by it on Novem-
« ber 1, 1987 pursuant to the initial data ex-

change under the Memorandum of Under-

standing is a true accounting of the
number of SS-20 missiles possessed by the

Soviet Union on that date)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT - pro
tempore (Mr. MiTcHELL). The clerk
will report the amendment,. .

The legislation clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HElIéMS'] proposes an amendment numbered
2113,

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The 'DEPUTY PRESIDENT pro
tempore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. )

The amendment is as follows:

In Article XVII, Paragraph 1, before the
period at the end of the paragraph, add the
following:

“provided, however, that the Parties un-
derstand and agree that the United States
shall not exchange instruments of ratifica-
tion until the President, without delegation,

- shall have certified to the United States
Senate that, in his judgment, the number of
SS-20 missiles reported by the Soviet Union
as being possessed by it on November 1, 1987
pursuant to the initial data exchange under
the Memorandum of Understanding, is a
true accounting of the number of - SS-20
missiles possessed by the Soviet Union on
that date.”.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment,

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT pro
tempore. Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair, and
I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT pro
tempore. The Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this issue
is one that was raised in the commit-
tee hearings and examined pretty ex-
haustively. I remember the director of
the Central Intelligence Agency,
Judge Webster, speaking for the intel-
ligence community, said Soviet data in
the memorandum of understanding
falls within the intelligence communi-
ty estimates.

The administration acknowledges,
and we all realize, that intelligence
agency estimates differ with regard to
the number of nondeployed SS-20s.
There is no way of being sure of that

‘number.

As Secretary Shultz said: “I would
be surprised if there were not differ-
ences of opinion. They reflect inde-
pendent analysis which helps keep us
all alert.” '

I think he is very right. I am famil-
iar with these different estimates that
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were made. While I recognize the
numbers are classified, it is of interest
that there is a considerable variation
between them.

Secretary of Defense Carclucci ex-
plained that the SS-20 estimates “vary
by agency * * * there are three agency
views. Two are close to the Soviet de-
clared number. One is not.”

Indeed, it is possible that there are
additional missiles in storage, but cov-
ertly stored missiles do not necessarily
constitute a usable military force.

Effective verification of this treaty
does not require the ability to detect
all possible Soviet missiles kept in stor-
age. Rather, effective verification, as
the Joint Chiefs of Staff have ex-
plained it, requires the ability to
detect militarily significant Soviet vio-
lations in a timely manner.

Indeed, the INF Treaty is specifical-
ly designed to take into account the
possibility that the Soviet Union could
maintain nondepioyed SS-20 missiles
in storage.

Secretary Carlucei explained the
issue to the committee as follows:

Our national technical means can verify
Soviet compliance with the treaty’s ban on
INF flight testing, as well as the treaty’s
ban on INF infrastructure and activity.
Testing, training, and infrastructure are es-
sential to a militarily effective force. Thus,
unless the Soviets were willing to risk detec-
tion, the military effectiveness of concealed
SS-20’s would degrade over time. -

In other words, as the JCS and the
Secretary of Defense have testified
that the treaty is effectively verifiable.
The United States will be able to
detect militarily significant violations
in a timely manner.

There certainly ean occur minor in-
stances of cheating. There could cer-
tainly occur some hidden SS-20's.
Their utility will quickly degrade as
they do not have the ability to test
them and be sure they are functioning
properly. Also, it would seem to me, we
would do well to accept the avéraging
or the estimates that have been given
and move ahead and not support this
amendment.

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT pro
tempore. The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I join
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee in opposi-
tion to the amendment. °

The amendment, directly stated,
says that the parties understand. and
agree the United States should not ex-
change instruments of ratification
until the President, without delega-
tion—that means the President him-
self—shall have certified to the U.S.
Senate that, in his judgment, the
number of §S-20 missiles reported by
the Soviet Union as being possessed on
Ncvember 1, 1987, and so forth, is a
true accounting.

Mr. President, during the debate in
the Foreign Relations Committee on
this amendment when it was offered
at that time, it was pointed out as a
logical proposition that this is an im-
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possible certification for this President
or any President to make. .

The distinguished Senator from
North Carolina demands that we
prove a negative. In this case, the neg-
ative cannot be proven even under the
best of circumstances.

During that debate, as I recall, the
suggestion was made that proving that
the Soviets do not have and cannot
create a covert missile force is much
like proving the Loch Ness monster
does not exist by draining the loch to
its last drop, and someone will always
claim the monster exists.

That is possible with regard to SS-
20, but the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island has pointed out correct-
ly that unlike the Loch Ness monster
in this case, the Soviet SS-20’s are not
going to be of value without testing,
without training a person to use them,
without the infrastructure for their
launching.

In essence, what we have to come
back to, and I think Senators will
during the course of this debate, is
that an SS-20 missile, even in consid-
erable quantity in caves or behind
trees, or wherever these weapons
might be hidden, are of no particular ‘
value.

The treaty goes after missile sys-
tems. This means launchers, it means
the ability to roll out an SS-20 that
has been tested, that you know has
been properly serviced, that is going to
work, and get it on a launcher and
shoot it. :

The launchers are observable. There
has not been a great deal of guestion
that we can count the launchers and
pulverize them one by one. Unless you
build more launchers anrd you have
the infrastructure, people wheeling all
the material up, quite a display in
show of perscnnei, an SS-20, in what-
ever quantity, is not of value to you.

I make the additional point, Mr.
President, that the 8S-20 argument
was always a political argument, in ad-
dition to being a miltiary argument; a
political argument in the sense that

~ the possession by the Soviets of SS-20

missiles was meant to intimidate our
lives, was meant to break up NATO. I
simply say, given the INF Treaty, the
S8-20’s lose their political value. They
do not intimidate anybody. If they are
hidden in caves, they lose their force.
They have no possibility of being used
at all.

The distinguished Senator from

.North Carolina has used the 8S-20 ar-
gument from time to time with the
thought somehow or another that the
verification procedures of the treaty
were inadequate, that the intelligence
services of the United States were in
disarray with a large number of differ-
ing estimates and a wide range.

Let me just say, Mr. President, that
whether there is disagreement on the
exact numbers or not, the guestion be-
comes largely irrelevant given the
maintenance, training, servicing, and
infrastructure situation. .
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During the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee hearings, I queried General
‘Galvin, Supreme Commander of
NATO, on this specific area: _

Are you testifying, as a military man with
considerable military experience, that the
military posture of the United States and
NATO will not be harmed by this treaty?

General Garvin. That is right. I have 10
four-star ‘generals that are subordinate to
me, among others—10. Some of those are
United States, and in my NATO hat, obvi-
ously, they are NATO.

In terms of those immediate subordmates '

I have discussed this matter with every one
of them. I have said, “Do not tell me what I
want to hear, tell me what you think. Do
you think we can carry out the mission and
your part of it that you have to do?” All of
those generals have said “Yes.”

Senator Lucar. Well, General, how could

* you come to this point of view if you

thought there were 300 or 400 SS-20’s clan-
destinely deployed in the woods and that
the verification procedures were inad-
equate?

General GaLvIN. Senator Lugar, let me
talk about 300 or 400 SS-20’s hidden in the
woods.

I assume what you mean is that somehow
after ratification, these would still be
around, and the Soviets would not have in-
dicated that.

Senator Lucar. Yes.

Genetral GaLviN. That, of course, would
always be a worry to me, and I would never
take at face value, unfortunately in my life-
time, I do not think I would ever take a
Soviet figure, number at face value.

But at the same time, I have looked at all
of the intelligence that is available on this
question.

I simply make the point, Mr. Presi-
dent, General Galvin, head of NATO,
with 10 generals, 4-star, from every
nation, looked at the mtelhgence all
of it. Their responsibility - is the de-
fense of NATO. They have testified,
every single one of them, that they be-
lieve this treaty ought to be ratified,
ought to be ratified promptly, and fur-
thermore, failure to ratify it promptly
would have grave consequences to
NATO in a way, I might add, that
these clandestinely hidden SS-20's, if
they ever existed, would not. This is
why the amendment in my judgment
does not have merit, Mr. President. 1
am hopeful at the appropriate time
Senators will vote to defeat the
amendment.

(Mr. PELL assumed the chair.)

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Sec-
retary of State George Schultz has
called the treaty to eliminate interme-
diate and shorter range nuclear weap-

ons in Europe “a good beginning.”

' I fully agree that the INF Treaty is
an important first step in the process
of reversing the arms race and reduc-
ing the risk of nuclear war.

I also believe that the arms control
steps that follow will define the trea-
ty’s ultimate value to our national se-
curity.

I commend President Reagan, who
originally proposed the “zero-option,”
and Secretary Shultz for persistence
in pursuing this treaty.

Our NATO allies also deserve credit
for this achievement. In the face of
Soviet deployment of SS-20 missiles in
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Europe, the Western alliance respond-
ed by proceeding to deploy Pershing II
and cruise missiles. This demonstra-
tion of unity and resolve enabled the
arms control track of NATO policy to
succeed. )

I thank my distinguished colleagues
from the Foreign Relations, Armed
Services, and Intelligence Committees
for their substantial efforts on behalf
of the treaty. Through months of de-
tailed hearings and countless hours of
careful scrutiny, they have helped
clarify the shared understanding of
the agreement and thereby helped to
ensure its ratification.

The INF Treaty, with its memoran-
dum of understanding and protocols, is
important for two reasons.

It stands on its own merits as a con-
tribution to the security of the United
States.

The treaty also creates a political
and psychological framework for addi-
tional, more far-reachmg, arms control
agreements.

The INF Treaty is the first arms
control treaty to actually reduce nu-
clear arsenals.

It is also the first agreement to
eliminate an entire class of nuclear
weapons, in fact two classes—both in-
termediate and shorter range nuclear
systems. Under the treaty, all land-
based missiles with ranges between 300
and 3,400 miles will be destroyed.

The Soviet Union will eliminate far
more delivery systems and nuclear
warheads than will the United States.
The United States will destroy rough-
ly 850 deployed and nondeployed mis-
siles, while the Soviets will destroy
some 1,750 such delivery systems in-
cluding the $S-20. The United States
will give up‘over 400 nuclear warheads,
and the Soviets will forego over 1,600
warheads.

In addition the treaty will ban
future production and testing of land-
based intermediate and shorter range
weapons.

The INF Treaty also establishes
comprehensive and unprecedented ver-
ification measures. While no verifica-
tion regime can ever be 100 percent
guaranteed, the treaty’s provisions will
enable us to detect any militarily sig-
nificant violations.

Various types of novel inspection
methods will be employed for up to 13
years after the treaty is ratified. These
include short-notice inspections and
portal monitoring of missile assembly
plants and arrangements to facilitate

satellite observance of treaty compli-

ance.

While appreciative of the treaty’s
value, we should not ignore its inher-
ent limitations. By any numerical
standard, the INF Treaty is a drop in
the bucket. It will reduce the total
number of nuclear weapons by rough-
ly 4 percent. -

Because it is an agreement to elimi-
nate intermediate range forces, the
treaty by definition leaves strategic ar-
senals untouched. Today tens of thou-

sands of long-range weapons are aimed
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at the United States and the Soviet
Union.

Furthermore, the Soviets can contin-
ue to threaten European territory by
aiming strategic nuclear weapbons at
targets currently covered by their in-
termediate forces.

These facts underscore the need to.
achieve an agreement to significantly
reduce levels of strategic nuclear
weapons. Otherwise the strategic arms
race will continue unchecked and over-
shadow the successes of the INF
Treaty.

Finally, the prospect of removing
INF missiles has forced NATO to reex-
amine the conventional balance. )

While I do not share the most pessi-
mistic assumptions about NATO's con-
ventional strength, it is clear that the
Warsaw Pact has superiority in signifi-
cant weapons categories such as main
battle tanks and artillery.

The fact that NATO will, after INF,
retain thousands of nuclear warheads
dedicated to  deterring conflict in
Europe does not obviate the need to
improve the West’s conventional pos-
ture. Stapility is as important for the
conventional balance as it is for the
nuclear balance,

Arms control is one route toward
correcting the imbalance, but conven-
tional negotiations have proved highly
complex and progress to date has not
been encouraging.

It is therefore crucial that we con-
tinue working with our NATO allies to
modernize our nonnuclear forces and
improve our ability to sustain conven-
tional conflict.

Political and budgetary pressures
make this a challenging responsibility
for the alliance, but it is surely the
most effective way to ensure that a
war in Europe will never be fought.

The fact that the INF Treaty will
not. reduce strategic arsenals and .
cannot rectify the conventional imbal-
ance does not make it a less valuable
agreement. The treaty stands on its
own merits.

But it also demonstrates that arms
control cannot be a one-shot effort,
and that no single agreement can
guarantee stability. It illustrates the
need for a comprehensive and continu-
ing approach to arms control.

This brings me, ironically perhaps,
to the other main reason why the INF
Treaty is important: It creates a politi-
cal and psychological framework for
more far-reachmg arms control agree-
ments.

First of all, the INF Treaty legiti-
mates arms control as a valuable
means of enhancing U.S. national se-
curity. Even a President who once ap-
peared to oppose arms control in prin-
ciple has seized the opportunity to
limit nuclear competition through a
mutually advantageous agreement.

The treaty has also expanded our
understanding of what arms control
can achieve, thereby establishing
precedents that may prove valuable in
future negotiations.
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Most arms control agreements do
just that—control the increase of nu-
clear weapons. The INF Treaty proves
_ghat actual arms reductions are possi-

le.

In fact, because the Soviet Union
will give up almost four times as many
warheads as the United States, the
treaty establishes a precedent for
asymmetrical reductions.

Furthermore, the, treaty’s verifica-
tion provisions go beyond what have
in the past been considered realistic
expectations of cooperation in moni-
toring arms agreements. Portal and
short-notice inspections are far more
intrusive than the satellite observation
and other national technical means
[NTM]1 used to verify previous trea-
ties.

While NTM are likely to remain the
most vital element of any verification

- regime, the INF Treaty indicates that
it may be possible to use more intru-
sive measures to resolve future verifi-
cation challenges.-

Each of these elements—reductions,
asymmetrical agreements, intrusive
verification—may become . vitally im-
portant as the United States and the
Soviet Union proceed with efforts to
reduce strategic weapons and conven-
tional forces:

Thus the INF. Treaty provides spe-
cific tools as well as political and psy-
chological momentum needed- to
achieve additional arms control agree-
ments.

Now that the Senate has begun con-
sideration of the treaty, we confront
the crucial details. Each of us may be-
lieve it possible to rewrite the agree-
ment to improve it at the margin,

-But I urge my colleagues to refrain
from efforts to alter the text or other-
wise consign the INF Treaty to re-
negotiation and a likely death. The ex-
haustive committee reviews and the
overwhelming vote to recommend rati-
fication affirms the treaty’s soundness
and its‘contribution to our Nation’s se-
curity. :

I believe that during this debate the
Senate should focus on the treaty
itself, not on the multitude of other
issues that constitute -United States-
Soviet relations. We must not burden
the treaty with weight it should not
rightfully carry.

It is the Senate’s responsibility to
provide advice and weigh its consent
regarding the INF Treaty alone.

I believe this treaty will be approved
overwhelmingly, and I hope that we
will move swiftly toward a vote on rati-
fication. . .

It is not only the task of destroying
INF missiles and implementing the
verification measures that lie ahead.

We face the much larger task of
building upon the treaty now before
us to achieve a START agreement
that will in turn enhance the value of
the INF Treaty. .

The challenge of reaching additional
arms control agreements to help re-
verse the arms race and reduce the
risk of nuclear war is one of the great-
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est tests that we face as a Nation. I am
confident that, with the INF Treaty in
hand, we can proceed to meet this
challenge in the name of national se-
clirity and peace. .

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, as
we begin full Senate consideration of
the treaty on intermediate nuclear
forces I want to take this opportunity
to join my colleague in commending
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, Senator
CLAIBORNE PELL, for the way he con-
ducted the committee’s consideration
of the treaty. It indeed was worthy of
commendation. .

The hearings were exhaustive, and
all members had ample time to ex-
press their views. For a committee
that frequently deals with very con-
tentious and often partisan issues, I
was heartened by the strongly biparti-
san approach the chairman took. So I
commend my chairman for his leader-
ship.

Mr. President, today we are consider-

'ing an unprecedented arms control

treaty. Past agreeements have only set,
limits on the growth of our nuclear ar-
senals; they have also allowed nuclear
arsenals to grow; this treaty for the
first time in the history of nuclear
arms eliminates a whole class—two
classes—of nuclear weapons. =

It also does so assymetrically as the
Senator from Maine has just stated.
The Soviets must eliminate many
more than we do. The United States
will destroy 859 nuclear delivery vehi-
cles, the Soviets, more than twice that
amount. Moreover, our missiles con-
tain only a single warheard, while the
Soviet mobile SS-20 missiles each pos-

.sess three. So the assymetry is really

very great and favors our side.
In addition, the treaty provide the
most inclusive verification regime in

arms control history, a vaerification °

regime that many thought - would
never be achievable. The treaty is in
short a remarkable achievement. Its
success is a tribute to the persistence
and dedication shown by the adminis-
tration in negotiations, and it has been
the vindication of the principle of
peace through strength.

- There are some among us, here in
the Senate and elsewhere, who would
offer unilateral concessions to the So-
viets in the vain hope of enticing rea-
sonable responses. Unfortunately, his-
tory teaches us otherwise. The Soviet
build up in offensive arms throughout
the last three decades went forward
quite independently of the United
States. Détente did not change Soviet
behavior. To quote former Secretary
of Defense Harold Brown, “When we
build, they build; when we stop build-
ing, they continue to build.” And, de-
spite glasnost, perestroika, and “new
thinking,” Soviet military spending
has cont{nued relentlessly.
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In short, changing our behavior to
elicit a response from the Soviets has
not worked. Unilateral concessions
remain just that: Unilateral, and the
result of our action becomes the new
base for negotiations. Much to the
credit of the Reagan administration, it
understood that in dealing with the
Soviets, a strong, firm, determined
strategy was necessary.

It was not easy. Many attacked this
approach, and the administration
demonstrated real courage to stick by
its -vision through some rather dark
moments -over the 6 years of negotia-
tions. That is the lesson of the success-
ful treaty negotiations we now have
before us. .

In response to the introduction of
new, modernized missiles into Eastern
Europe in the mid 1970’s—a move de-
signed to intimidate Western Europe
and strain relations in NATO—the alli-
ance made the brave decision to follow
a dual-track policy: To negotiate with
the Soviets to remove their missiles
while preparing to deploy United
States intermediate missiles if that
effort failed.

President Reagan, in keeping with
this strategy, proposed to the Soviets
in November 1981, that both sides
should have no intermediate ground-
launched missiles in Western or East-
ern Europe. The Soviets rejected the
proposal out of hand: After all, their
modernized intermediate missiles were
already in place. Ours were still 2
years away from a deployment that
was at best uncertain, given the politi-
cal mood in Western Europe.

As if to prove the uncertainty of our
ability to deliver, the President was
roundly attacked, both here- and
abroad. His proposal was cited as unre-
alistic, something the Soviets would
never agree to. A zero option was
thought to be a dream and not a reali-
ty. The- evidence was in, the verdict
rendered: The administration—Ronald
Reagan—was not serious about arms
control, as proven by the fact that he
wanted a zero option on intermediate’
missiles. )

The Soviets unleashed a tremendous
public. relations effort aimed at dis-
crediting the President’s proposal.
Others picked up the drum beat.
“Peace groups” held large public dem-
onstrations. A nuclear freeze was pro-
posed, and its proponents backed a
concept that would lock in place the
Soviet superiority in intermediate nu-
clear weapons in Europe and allow us
none. The political leadership in West-
ern Europe, who had already commit-
ted themselves to receive U.S. interme- -
diate weapons on their soil, found
themselves under considerable domes-
tic pressure, and the possibility for a
serious strain in the alliance arose.

But NATO withstood the pressure to
its credit. Whatever Soviet expecta-
tions may have been, the alliance held
together and faced the Soviets down.
Indeed, the alliance grew in strength
form the challenge. Deployment went
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forward on schedule. A series of elec-
tions were held in England, Belgium,
the Netherlands, Germany, and Italy
about the deployment of these mis-
siles, At great political cost, the leader-
ship of NATO held fast.

As these events were unfolding, ne-
gotiations with the Soviets were at a
standstill. In part, this was due to an
unprecedented period of change in the
Soviet Union itself, compounding the
administration’s problems. A country
that had known only three leaders
since 1925--Stalin, Khrushchev, and
Brezhnev—had three new leaders in 4
years; as & matter of fact, had four
leaders within a 5-year period if you
count Brezhnev’s final year in power
when he indeed was old and not en-
tirely with it, but within those very
few years you had Brezhnev, Andro-
pov, Chernenko, and Gorbachev.

But still the President persisted and
most of those leaders of Russia really
were not around long enough for a sit-
uation to be able to deal with the West
during that very short tenure. The
President persisted, and the Soviets
came to realize that they would only
get an agreement with the United
States through realistic negotiations.

The treaty that we now consider
-stands as a milestone. The world will
be rid of some 2,600 nuiclear missiles.
We have established the precedent of
assymetrical reductions—an absolute
necessity as we address the very seri-
ous imbalance of conventional weap-
ons between NATO and the Warsaw
Pact. And for the first time, the Sovi-
ets have agreed to an intrusive onsite
inspection regime, a goal of the United
States since the Eisenhower adminis-
tration and an essential requirement
of any further strategic or chemical
weapons agreements with the U.S.S.R.
" As a matter of fact, the intusive
nature of this regime of this onsite in-
spection regime really is much more
than we had reasonably expected.

Some have raised strong concerns
about Soviet_ intentions and correctly
s0. Since .the Soviets agreed to the

treaty, it was implied, it must be’

flawed. Questions have been raised
about Soviet cheating, and indeed
they have cheated. It was asserted
that Moscow has underreported the
true number of its missiles and will
‘retain a covert force, and I know that
is the subject on an amendment that
is now before us. That of course, is a
possibility, and I do not dismiss these
concerns lightly. I remind my col-
leagues, however, of three facts: First,
the S8-20’s were designed principally
as weapons of political intimidation, to
divide Western Europe from the
United States. For it to continue to
serve such a function requires that its
existence be known, which would, of
course, be a violation of the treaty. So
its utility as a weapon of intimidation
has been lost.

Second, although I have absolutely
no doubt that the Soviets cheat, I do
not believe they do so without pur-
pose. Obviously, some sort of cost-ben-
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efit analysis must be made. Consider
the tremendous cost the Soviets would
bear in world opinion for violating this
treaty..And for what gain? Targets
that SS-20's covered will be picked up
by other Soviet systems.

Third, a system which cannot be reg-
ularly tested quickly soon loses its reli-

ability. And our inspection and intelli-

gence verification efforts are quite ca-
pable of detecting Soviet testing. That
was repeatedly confirmed to me in a
number of open sessions and in private
meetings as well with intelligence offi-
cials. This type of detection is entirely

possible and completely possible. In -

short, there simply is little incentive
for the Soviets to cheat. )

Mr. President, I believe this treaty is
clearly in the national interest. Imag-
ine the impact on our NATO aliies if
we would now fail to give our advice
and consent. Having withstood the
pressure to abandon our dual track
policy, and having endorsed the
treaty, European leaders would be tre-
mendously undercut if we failed now.
The strain in the NATO -alliance
would be severe. The probability of
our being able to replace the missiles
on European soil is slight.

And the Soviets would reap a propa-
ganda bonanza. They would portray
themselves as the superpower in favor
of peace and disarmament, while the
United States would be the superpow-
er supporting nuclear confrontation.
Those arguments would fail on recep-
tive ears in Europe, making it virtually
untenable for the existing cruise and
Pershing missiles to- remain on Euro-
pean soil. So we would wind up with
the worst of all possible worlds: the
NATO alliance strained, our missiles
out of Europe, the United States ac-
cused of reneging on its word, and the
Soviets established as the propeace su-
perpower, with their missiles in place.

So, I strongly believe this treaty
should be ratified. In committee I re-
sisted any amendment or reservation
attached to the treaty, and I will con-
tinue to do so, particularly any would-
be killer amendment. I also resist link-
ing the treaty to other issues on our
bilateral agenda. While we must clear-
ly persist in pressing the Soviets on
human rights, on emigration, and on
regional conflicts, this treaty must
stand on its own. Once we open the

floodgates on amendments we will find

ourselves deluged with every conceiva-
ble suggestion, some no doubt well in-
tentioned—but still ill-advised. This
treaty deserves a clean resolution of
approval. : )
I would add, Mr. President, that'I
will resist attempts to place restrictive
treaty interpretation language on the
resolution. The administration has al-
ready asserted that its testimony is au-
thoritative and binding. So I will resist
those attempts as well. It has laid out

before us the entire negotiating

record—an unprecedented step. And it
has committed itself to the interpreta-
tion presented to Congress and recog-
nized that upon ratification tha;u; inter-
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pretation has the force of law. There
is simply no need to mire the treaty
down in an unnecessary constitutional
dispute that has no relevance to the
merits of this treaty. . )

Mr. President, in a few short days
our President will leave for Moscow.
This treaty has been before the
Senate for 5 months now. Administra-
tion witnesses have appeared more
than 70 times befére committee of ju-
risdiction. They have answered over
1,300 questions. The time has come for
us to move speedily toward ratifica-
tion.

‘Finally, Mr. President, I must tell
you that I find it striking that even
though the Reagan administration is
in its closing months—a time when
most expect it to go quietly into the
night—it has nevertheless presented
the people of America with some re-
markable achievements in foreign af-
fairs. In the Persian Gulf, we have
acted with prudence and constraint,
but have with firm resolve demon-
strated our commitment to freedom of
navigation to all in the region. With
our assistance, the Afghan freedom
fighters have forced a Soviet with-
drawal from a country along their
border governed by a Communist
Party—a truly unprecedented action, -
the first time that the Soviets have
ever withdrawn from a foot of soil
that they occupied since they came to
power. And we are poised to ratify this
treaty, negotiated along lines the ad-
ministration first proposed in 1981.
You know, some times the good guys
actually win, : =

It would be my hope, Mr. President,
that my colleagues do not delay pas-
sage of this treaty so that the Presi-
dent will be able to go with this treaty
in hand to Moscow. Treaties require 67
votes. There really should not be a
need—1 do not believe the Constitu-
tion’s framers found there to be a
need for filibustering a treaty. By defi-
nition, you do not need to do so be-
cause you need 67 votes to ratify it.

So 1 would hope that after a reason-
able period during which all their
amendments can be considered, that
all of my colleagues will allow this
treaty to move forward as it must and
so that the President can also go for-
ward with the treaty in hand to
Moscow.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the

" Senate contifiues to hear from some of

my good friends and distinguished
Senators, who I have the greatest re-
spect for, assert that this treaty will
not in any way jeopardize or weaken
the United States deterrence force in
Western Europe, and that this treaty
will not significantly reduce our ability
to deter Warsaw Pact aggressiveness.
That is one thesis. :

The other thesis, of course, is the
Kirkpatrick-Kissinger thesis and that
is that it is a lousy treaty, it should
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not have been negotiated, it has jeop-
ardized the NATO Alliance and caused
all these other problems. You have all
heard those issues. Yet, the Kirkpat-
rick-Kissinger position is that this
treaty should be ratified because to
not ratify it, will be more damaging
than if it is ratified, with respect to
the NATO Alliance.

Another thing that is being told to
our colleagues here in this Chamber,
and the American people are being
told, repeatedly, that this treaty only
amounts to 3 percent of the world’s
nuclear weapons, and that fact makes
the INF Treaty militarily insignifi-
cant.

The problem with that, Mr Presi-
dent, is that even this often-repeated
point by the proponents of the INF
Treaty know this not to be true. The
INF Treaty does not destroy a single
nuclear warhead. In fact, the treaty
specifically exempts all nuclear war-
heads and guidance systems from de-
struction.

How then, Mr. Presxdent can the
INF Treaty eliminate only 3 percent
of the world’s nuclear weapons if the
treaty does not eliminate any nuclear
warheads? And I repeat—the treaty
does not eliminate any nuclear war-
heads. Either the treaty eliminates nu-
clear warheads or it does not. And, the
fact of the matter is, Mr. President, it
does not eliminate any nuclear war-

- heads.

So, if one goes to the text of the pro-
tocol of elimination of the INF Treaty,
one will find the following quote de-
scribing the so-called elimination of

. the front section of the missile:

* * * front section, minus nuclear war-
head device and guidance elements, shall be
crushed, flattened or destroyed by explo-
sion,

Mr. President, the word minus, ac-
cording to the Random House College
Dictionary means: First, less by the
subtraction of; or second, lacking or
without.

It is obvious, then, that everything
but the nuclear warhead and its guid-
ance elements will be crushed, flat-
tened or destroyed by explosion.

But we stili hear about how only 3
percent of the world’'s nuclear arsenal
will be destroyed. The more accurate
number, Mr. Pres1dent is in fact zero
percent.

So, Mr. Pres1dent, what
United States getting for the destruc-
tion of zero percent of the world’s nu-
clear warheads?

Well, the United States is removing
its Pershing II missiles and ground-
launched cruise missiles from Europe.
On its face, Mr. President, that may
seem like a good thing.

The problem is that the Armed A

Forces left in Europe, without these
missiles, is less than adequately
equipped to defend themselves against
a Soviet invasion.

Comparing the conventional-forces
in Europe between NATO and the
Communist troops, the RAND Corp.
concluded that if there were to be any

v

is the
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reductions of conventional forces in

Europe the assymetrical reductions

would have to be a 6-to-1 ratio, in
favor of NATO simply because they
are already so outnumbered in Europe.

It should be understood, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the Soviets can concentrate
their conventional forces in Europe to
achieve a combat force advantage of 6
to 1 without losing ground elsewhere.

It is also well known, Mr. President,
that the Soviets have the ability to
move two full divisions into Eastern
Europe a day—two divisions a day.
How many can we move in per day in
the event something like this hap-
pened? I would ask my colleagues that
question. We all know the answer to
that. It is much easier to move them
by train and by road than it is by ship
or by airplane.

" That, Mr. President, is precisely the
reason why the Pershing II and cruise
missiles are so important to the de-
fense of Europe. The Soviet’s massive
conventional advantage is now offset
by the Pershing II and cruise nuclear
missiles.

. But, now, in the name of peace we
are disarming ourselves of NATO'’s
most effective weapon in Western
Europe.

Mr. President, lets take a minute to
look at the nuclear defenses of Europe
without the Pershing II and cruise
missiles.

NATO has 88 Lance nuclear-tipped
missiles, that were built and deployed
in the early and mid-1960’s. Most of
the 88 Lance missiles are over 20 years
old, outdated and obsolete. They have
a maximum range of 45 miles. Some
experts believe that the political deci-
sion to fire these missiles might not be
able to be made in time for their effec-
tive use, because of the Lance missile’s
short range, and what might happen
in the panic of a Soviet attack.

Those 20- to 25-year-old and now ob-
solete Lance missiles, are the total
ground-based nuclear capability
NATO .will have, with a range of over
15 miles, once we remove the Pershing
II and the ground-launched cruise mis-
siles.

The Soviets, meanwhile, have over
1,400 short-range launchers and mis-
siles that can carry nuclear, chemical,
and biological weapons, and are not to
be banned under the INF Treaty.

Mr. President, those 1,400 Soviet
short range launchers and missiles do
not include the refire missiles that, ac-
cording to the 1988 edition of Soviet
military power, have increased in num-
bers “by between 50 and 100 percent
over the past several years.”

Even more ominous, Mr. President,
is that these Soviet short-range mis-
siles, according to the 1988 edition of
Soviet military power have “been de-
ployed by the Soviets in the forward
areas” of Eastern Europe.

Just as a sidebar, it should be of in-
terest to Americans watching this
debate that NATO has neither chemi-
cal weapons to threaten their use if
the Soviets use chemical weapons, nor
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any capacity to fight in a chemical en-
vironment. That is, NATO does not
possess, beyond a mere symbolic level,
the masks, protective clothing, and de-
contamination equipment needed to
protect the 325,000 American soldiers
in Europe today.

However, Mr. President, I should get
back to the topic at hand, which is the
extent and effectiveness of the nuclear
weapons NATO has without the U.S.
Pershing II and cruise missiles if the
INF Treaty is ratified. The fact is that
there are only two other types of nu-
clear weapons that the NATO has
other than the Lance missiles. NATO
has nuclear artillery shells, and nucle-
ar gravity bombs that must be deliv-
ered by NATO aircraft.

The problem with NATO’s nuclear
artillery shells is that they are over 15
years old and do not have a range over
15 miles.

This weapon will not be able to stop
a Soviet advance for several reasons:
First, their short range means they
will not be able to penetrate to the So-
viet's second wave attack, and thus
stop the massive numbers of the
Soviet forces pouring into Western
Europe, and second, the nuclear artil-
lery round will have to be exploded
over Western Germany because of the
location of the artillery emplacements,
thus making their use less likely be-
cause of German concerns of making
West Germany into a nuclearfire zone.

NATO’s artillery emplacements are
vulnerable to, first, the over 1,400
Soviet short-range missiles—not in-
cluding refires—that will remain in
place if the INF Treaty is ratified.
These short-range missiles can carry
chemical, biological, nuclear, or con-
ventional rounds; second, the Soviet’s
6 to 1 advantage in intermediate range
bombers; third, the Soviet’s 2.3 to 1 ad-
vantage in artillery; fourth, the Sovi-
et’s 3 to 1 advantage in combat heli-
copters; and fifth, the Soviet’s military
doctrine and stated strategy of infil-
tration and sabotage and surprise
attack.

The last portion of NATO’s existing

nuclear deterrent in Europe protecting
America’s- 325,000 troops and the
300,000 American dependents of those
troops consists of dual capable air-
craft, that is, aircraft that is capable
of carrying nuclear gravity bombs as
well as conventional bombs,
- The difficulty with this nuclear
option is that there are only 10, Mr.
President, 10 airfields in all of West-
ern Eurcpe that house dual capable
aircraft.

Of course, these airfields have only
rudimentary chemical defenses and
the Soviets are working hard to devel-
op microtoxins or other agents that
will penetrate the chemical suits’ fil-
ters.

Mr. President, the national media
blankets Washington, DC, and this
country with its news, but it neglected
to print the fact that a team of Spets-
naz Soviet forces—the equivalent of
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U.S. Special Forces—not as good as
our U.S. special forces, I must say, but
the Soviets’ answer to that—were
caught posing as Polish art students in
Scandinavia.

Mr. President, these Spetsnaz troops
were  practicing  “eve-of-hostilities
acts” on the homes and residences of
high-ranking military officers and
fighter pilots, specifically their assig-
nation.

It should interest the Amerlca.n
public that there are approximately
50,000 Soviet agents, of various de-
scription in West Germany. Coinei-

_ dently, this is the same number of

German Nazi agents rolled into that
country before the start of World War
II . . . -

Further, NATO’s airfields could not
be defended against Soviet short-range
missiles once they are launched. These
short-range missiles would severely
damage, immobilize, or damage
beyond repair the airfield, planes,
spare parts, personnel, fuel, and ammu-
nition. _

So, it is clear Mr. President, that
NATOQ, faced with a possible 6 to 1
conventional weapons imbalance in
the favor of the Soviets, that NATO
needs a credible nuclear deterrent.

That is why we deployed the Per-
shing II missiles and that is why we
deployed the cruise missiles. That is
why they were deployed in the first
place, because sound military judg-
ment, the best that we could provide
for this country, came to the conclu-
sion that we needed the Pershing II’s
and we needed the cruise missiles in
Western Europe to provide the ade-
quate, lightning-strike capable range
that was provided with the INF cruise
missiles and intermediate range mis-
siles. - : .

Just to say it again, Mr. President, if
the INF Treaty is ratified and becomes
the law of the land, the grand total of
NATO’s nuclear deterrent will be 10
airfields that carry nuclear-capable
aircraft in all Western Europe; 15-
year-old short-range artillery rounds
that do not have the range of more
than 15 miles and 88 20-year-old mis-
siles that have a range of no. more
than 45 miles.

Mr. President, each of these nuclear
weapons systems are extremely vul-
nerable to several different Soviet

_/:‘reapons systems and war-fighting tac-
ics.

People often tell me Mr. President,
that the United States has their nucle-
ar submarines, their Tridents that
carry missiles that could be used to
defend our forces in a war in Europe.
But, Mr. President, I ask this question
to my colleagues: Do you honestly be-
lieve that a President of the United
States is going to be inclined to use
Trident submarines or Minuteman 3
or MX missiles in the continental
United States or B-1 bombers, in the
defense of Europe without being
dragged into it in a slow, difficult fash-
ion?
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In other words, Mr. President, would.

any President of the United States
launeh nuclear weapons from United
States submarines to defend against a
Soviet conventional attack, knowing
that such an order might, or most
likely would, or probably would, start
a nuclear exchange between the Soviet
Union and the United States of Amer-
ica? Any President of the United
States would be painfully aware of the
risks that he would be taking on such
a decision.

Mr. President, what if the Sov
have broken out of the ABM Treaty
and are deploying an operational na-
tionwide missile defense? Any Presi-
dent or Senator for that matter, is
aware that the Soviets are working at
breaking out of the ABM Treaty. But
just add Soviet ABM breakout to the
military equation 3 or 4 or 5 years

.down the road,

We often forget, Mr. President, the
Soviet Union are chess players. They
think in terms of giving up a few
pawns, giving up a few rooks, giving a
few bishops, but ending up with the
queen being protected; the gueen
being protected by enough forces left
for a knockout blow against the other
queen. Their mentality is'chess play-

" ers.,

Oftentimes, I thmk our mentality is
more “Let’s make a deal.” We are goal-
oriented people and we like to play
checkers because we are in a hurry. So
we have a little different viewpoint, I
think, in our basis strategy than what
the Soviets have.

Any President of the United States,
and with that job goes the job of Com-
mander of the United States Armed
Forces, would be aware ‘this might
happen that the Soviets have broken
out-of the ABM Treaty and deployed a
nationwide missile defense. Right now
the Soviets have not deployed such a
defense, but they are well on the way
towards deploying an operational na-
tionwide missile defense. The Soviets
have an elaborate civil defense bunk-
ers and underground facilities for the
leadership and their wartime industry
workers, that make up a significant
portion of the population. Meanwhile,
here at home in the United States, we
have no significant shelters of no de-
fense against nuclear missiles.

So then I ask the question, in those
circumstances, Mr. President, why do
we think that any President of the
United States is going to use Trident
submarines, or MX missiles, or B-1B
bombers, from the continental United
States as a deterrent to a Soviet con-
ventional attack in Western Europe?

Most Europeans—and I happen to
agree with this thinking—believe that
the United States would not destroy
itself by launching their strategic nu-
clear weapons in response to Soviet
conventional attack. on Europe. A
United States President—faced with
the choice of saving Europe .or de-
stroying America because of Soviet nu-
clear retaliation against America,
against which we have no defense—

Moy 23, 1988

would ably choose, probably, specula-
tively, to save the United States and
Eurepe would have to shift for itself.

Mr. President, what happens to the
325,000 American troops, and their
300,000 American dependents in
Europe, if war breaks out? Are they
going to become hostages, or face
some kind of a violent, cruel death?

Mr. President, that is why I know
that Senator HeLms is contemplating
offering an amendment calling for the
withdrawal of the American forces in
Europe if the INF Treaty is ratified by
this body.

His logic is very simple and straight-
forward. If we are going to remove the -
best deterrent that keeps the Warsaw
Pact countries from making the mis-

‘take of advancing into Europe, if we

are going to remove that from our
troops, then maybe we had better
start thinking about bringing our
troops home.

Mr. President, if this is going to be -
the logic that comes about from the
end of this treaty, where the more
conservative Members of the U.S. body
politic start talking about removing
U.S. troops from Europe, it is only a
question of time until you see the
entire dissolution of NATO.

So, Mr. President, I think that these -
are questions that we have to ask ané
answer ourselves with respect to this
treaty. That is just another reason
why I intend to vote against. this
treaty.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-.
sent that st this point in the Recorp
the Wall Street Journal article of
Tuesday, May 17, “After INF, Getting
Our Planes Off the Ground” by John
Train, be printed.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECoORD, as follows: .

{From the Wall Street Journal, May 17,

19881
A.FTER INF: GETTING OUR PLANES OFF THE
(GROUND

(By John Train)

In a game of chess, when you get ahead— .

by a bishop and a pawn, say—you often
force a series of exchanges: queen for queen,
castle for castle and so on. After those
pieces are cleared off the board, you may
still be ahead just by a bishop and a pawn,
but in the endgame your relative advantage
has become overwhelming, so you win—or
your opponent resigns.

Similarly, the Soviets—who are chess
players—having achieved & huge preponder-
ance of conventional military power in
Europe, are glad to see both sides’ interme-
diate nuclear missiles taken off the board
under the INF treaty, since that leaves their
relative position in conventionai war strong-
er than ever. Here the Soviets’ strategy co-
incides with President Reagan’s conviction
that nuclear weapons are bad per se.

The Scviets have an advantage in central
Europe of better than 2 to 1 over NATO in
tanks and ground equipment genera.lly But
it would work out to more than that in prac-
tice. First,- any attack would come from
them, probably with the advantage of sur-
prise. Next, you have to discount some of
our units that have equipment in Europe
but are themselves based in the U.S,, sup-
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posedly ready to fly over when needed.
Many of them probably won't get there.

Then, the Soviets have come up with “re-
active” supplementary tank armor—essen-
tially, explosive pads that bite back at our
armor-piercing projectiles. Reactive armor,
tacked on their tanks in the past year or so,
renders them largely invulnerable to our
basic anti-tank weapons. Finally, the Soviets
could hit wherever they choose—very possi-
bly at the periphery of Europe, not neces-
sarily, the center. There is, to say the least,
grave doubt whether the Turks would fight
in Norway or the Norwegians in Turkey,
even if they could be moved there. .

And, any attack would be accompanied by
strategic deception—maskirovka—one of the
Soviets’ greatest skills, as we saw in their re-
occupation of Hungary and Czechoslovakia,
and Sadat’s 1973 attack on Israel, which was
prepared along Soviet lines. So NATO may
not stir itself until very late.

Our military chiefs do not believe the So-
viets are yet capable of & complete surprise
attack without a movement of supplies—
fuel, ammunition and spares—that we could
detect. (Several days before our attack on
Libya, our bases in England started getting
calls from people living -nearby about the in-
creased level of activity.) However, in a few
years they may be able to launch & ‘‘come-
as-you-are party.” so we must plan accord-
ingly.

The offset all this, NATC has been count-
ing on theater-wide air supremacy. Our
fighter pilots are the world’s best, and our
planes as good as any. But what if the Sovi-
ets were to start with disabling and follow-
on attacks on our air bases? If these were to
succeed, then our own planes would have
difficult counterattacking the Soviet bases,
and the Soviets would dominate the air as
well as the land. Even if they didn’t succeed,
after the inception of the INF treaty our
planes would have to assume functions that
the missiles were supposed to perform, over-
loading the system. (All this assumes that
the war stays on the conventional level. If it
were to go nuclear, even at the sub-strategic
level, then the bases would be knocked out.)

Before the INF treaty, we could have
counterattacked the Soviet bases with our
Pershing and ground-launched cruise mis-
siles (GLCMs). The Soviets have a prodi-
gious antiaircraft defense, and might cope
with many of the GLCMs. For now, though,
the Pershings can’'t be stopped. But under
the INF treaty both are traded away.

One sometimes hears it asserted that our
U.S.-based ICBMs could take over European
tactical targeting. But in the air they would
look to the Soviets like a general strategic
attack, and could well trigger an all-out stra-
tegic response. Besides, those missiles are

dedicated to strategic deterrent and couldn’t"

be spared, although some sea-launched mis-
siles can be.

So air base operability has become a cru-
cial issue for our European defenses. The
Air Force has assigned Assistant Secretary
Tidal W. McCoy to the problem, and each
base commander has an ‘“operability offi-
cer.,” Is enough being done? Thait concern
took me recently to Air Force bases in Ger-
many, where I talked to base commanders,
engineers, pilots, intelligence officers, squad-
ron commanders and anyone else who could
shed light on the problem.

First what does an airfield look like? Let’s
start with Bitburg Air Base, home of the
36th Tactical Fighter Wing, consisting of
three squadrons X24 planes each) of F-15
fighters. They fly at over Mach 1.5, and can
operate at. a range of more than several
hundred miles. Twelve thousand Americans
work on and around the base, which covers
somewhat over a thousand acres, & bit more
than Central Park in New York. This is only
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about a third or a quarter as large as a simi-
lar base in the U.S. which gives us problem
number one: that’s much too dense.

When these bases were still quite inacces-
sible to Soviet attack, such compression was
tolerable. Now, however, with the introduc-
tion of longer-range Soviet fighter-bombers,
our bases in Germany are increasingly vul-
nerable. (More remote areas, including Brit-
ain, are somewhat safer, since the Soviets
are still not so good at air refueling). If the
Air Force had its way, the fields would be
several times bigger, so that the planes
could be widely dispersed, and there could
be more altlernate runways. The German
environmentalists, however, aren’t willing.
So the prime target area—the planes them-
selves, their fuel and munitions, and the
command areas—remain more tightly
bunched than they should be.

No longer, however, do you see row after
row of aircraft lined up wing tip to wing tip.
Instead, each plane is housed in a cylindrial
concrete hangar with a huge blast-resistant
door. On landing, it taxies straight in for re-
fueling, rearming and repairs. So only a
direct hit on the concrete hangar or an ex-
tremely close miss can destroy the plane on
the ground. The other “critical modes”—
fuel lines and the like—are a.lso being: pro-
gressively hardened.

After an attack, you clear a.way unexplod-
ed bombs and mines and repair runway
damage. Piles of gravel, and stacks of con-
crete and metal slabs are stored in conven-
ient locations. The base commander figures
out how to open a minimal runway in the
shortest possible timé. Repair teams rush to
the spot in armed tractors and get going. To
repair a crater takes a couple of hours. To
help planes land on cratered runways, our
air bases also have arresting cables avail-
able, like those on aircraft carriers, if need
be

The hardest—that is, most invulnerable—
bases in the Western orbit are in Switzer-
land, Israel and Saudi Arabia; they have
deep, extensive underground facilities and
can ride out an attack and deliver a punish-
ing counterblow. Ours weren’t built with
the present threat in mind. The low point
was around 1978-1982, when the bases could
have been knocked out quite easily. NATO
is now spending $250 million annually—
which should double in a couple of years—
on hardening them. The U.S. contributes
just over a quarter of this. Great progress
has been made in the past two or three
years; more will be made in the next cnes.
On the other hand, the Soviets may intro-
duce new conventional munitions with high
blast effects able to cave in the structures
we are building,

GAS ATTACK ~

Until recently, the Soviets, who have
always been way ahead in chemical warfare,
could have closed down our airfields in Ger-

‘many with a series of determined gas at-

tacks; soon, thanks to our defensive meas-
ures, this will be much harder.

It’s assumed that they will use such weap-
ons, so in an alert everyone struggles into
charceoal-lined “chem suits” and carries on
in that hot and awkward attire. You keep
one suit near your work station and another
where you sleep. Eventually, four per man
should be available. You have to live in the
suit as long as the threat persists, including
relieving yourself in the pants. Meanwhile,
the Soviets are carrying on research to de-
velop mycotoxins or other agents that will
penetrate the chem suits’ filters.

For off-duty shifts, the Air Force is start-
ing to build concrete dugouts for about 80
persons, where one takes off the chem suit
and rests on a cot. These should be available
for all the uniformed personnel on our air
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bases in the late 1990s. The bunkers will be
crowded and grim, but should survive any-
thing except an almost direct hit.

To enter the dugout from outside when
there is gas around, you pass through a
series of air locks while removing and dis-
carding your contaminated garments in
stages. The suit is itself poisonous and has
to be abandoned, so pretty soon you’re out
of suits, although eventually it may be pos-
sible to decontaminate them conveniently.
If the Soviets could mount a succession of
gas attacks until the suits were used up,
things would get very difficuit.

And the command centers? Everyone has
seen movies of World War II military air-
fields in England or the Pacific: The head-
quarters are wooden sheds with uniformed
men strolling in and out. Today such build-
ings are akin to Fort Knox: You pass
through armored doors and airtight cham-
bers until, fully inside, you find male and
female airmen working side by side. Women
aren’t supposed to be sent into combat, but
being blown up and gassed doesn’t seem to
count.

CAMOUFLAGE

It’s surprising th, t in an age of satellites
and hyperaccura missiles, camouflage
could remain an important tool. But to a.
fighter-bomber pilot streaking in over the
landscape at tremendous speed, one terrain
feature looks much like another. The pilot
will be jittery about surface-to-air missile
(SAM) attacks and being jumped by defend-
ing fighters. So he will certainly not linger
over the target.

Thus, such basic camouflage measures as
false runways made of painted plastic strips,
dummy buildings and planes, sod planted on
concrete buildings, reforestation and the
like could lead him to drop his bombs in the
wrong place. A remarkable example of this
is the Kiev offensive in World War II. 19
out of 25 Luftwaffe attacks on Soviet air-
fields in fact hit decoy instailations. So far,
we are just beginning to camouflage our air

- bases, particularly planting trees in unused

areas to break up the outline as seen from
overhead.

SPETSNAZ

A thorny problem is how to prepare for
attack by Spetsnaz troops, as the Soviets
call the highly trained elite forces they send
behind enemy lines, often in the uniforms
and speaking the language of the target
country. (The Germans used similar troops
in World War I1, such as the Otto Skorzeny
glider unit that rescued Mussolini from
Gran Sasso and the disguised detachments
sent behind our lines in the Battle of the
Bulge.) To add to the confusion, the Spets-
naz units include femaie soldiers. Their big
moment could come just at the outbreak of
hostilities, when they would kill pilots living
off base, and destroy oiff-base supplies and
communication links, as well as infiltrate
the base itselt—perhaps in hijacked vehi-
cles—to attack key officers and installations.

The skill and ferocity of Spetsnaz attack
was shown in the Soviet seizure of the
Afghan government in December 1979.
Spetsnaz units invaded the presidential
palace and, using weapons with silencers,
murdered President Hafizullah Amin, his
guards and his entourage. Then they seized
the Kabul airport for the landing of occupa-
tion troops.

The usual figure for the number of Soviet
agents of any description in West Germany
is on the order of 50,000. This sounds like a
huge number, but isn’t out of line with the
numbers of agents—then called Fifth Col-
umnists—that the Nazis maintained in Aus-
tria, Czechoslovakia, and other target coun-
tries before the outbreak of World War II.

Declassified ahd Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R000100030009-5




Declassified and Approved For Release 2013/01/23 : CIA-RDP89T00234R000100030‘009-5 ,

S €408

A number of these Soviet agents have para-
m.ilitary skills, and would be reconfigured as
-5petsnaz troops or auxiliaries in a conflict.
NATO airfields would be high on the list of
their targets.

The Air Force is responsible for its own
ground defense inside the base perimeter.
Since airmen don’t ordinarily carry personal

weapons, this job is handled by the base se-

curity police. A lot of damage might occur
before they could identify the Spetsnaz and
put them out of action. Wrecking the main
gate area would delay pilots return to duty.
. Also, radars rise above ground, making
them highly vulnerable. Their loss would
render the planes dependent upon their on-
board radars, permitting landing only under
relatively favorable conditions. (For much
of the year, Germany has dismal weather.)
And of course, cutting communications
would be a key objective.
Other Spetsnaz troops could lay down gas
barrages from concealed mortar positions a

few miles away. A few gas rounds would

throw the whole base into a chemical de-
fense mode and degrade its efficiency. Since
the planes are inside their concrete bunkers,
Spetsnaz attacks probably couldn’t destroy
many of them, but they.could create havoc
otherwise. At Bitburg, *for instance, the
main intelligence headquarters is a “soft”
above-ground building. It has only one door
and no windows, which makes it a bit more
secure but much more conspicuous. (There’s
also a smaller semihardened emergency
backup.)

The security people at our bases seemed
casual about the Spetsnaz threat. None of
them know about the teams of Spetsnaz
troops pretending to be Polish art students
‘recently caught in Scandinavia practicing
eve-of-hositilities attacks on the homes of
high military officers and fighter pilots. It
was often assumed that the attackers would
emerge from the immediate neighborhood
of a base. The security folks felt quite confi-
dent of the attitude of the local population.
“Russians would stand out like a sore
thumb,” they said. But most Soviet agents
are East Germans who settled in West Ger-
many years ago and acquired new identities.
They don’t march around in red suits with
hammer-and-sickle armbands.

And everyone seemed taken aback when I
pointed out that a few hours before hostil-
ities, disguised Spetsnaz teams could drive
- up from a distance in trucks. More would
probably be lifted in by helicopter or plane.
A lot of civilian traffic moves in and out of
an air base, and Spetsnaz attackers coud un-
doubtedly penetrate it, some in hijacked ve-
hicles. Inside, you have to go through a fur-
ther checkpoint to get out onto the flying
areas, but on my visits security was negligi-
ble.

Here is one scenario that I don’t think the
Air Force is prepared to cope with. Assume
that a number of Spetsnaz teams penetrate
an air base at night dressed in U.S. military
chem suits and set off gas bombs. The base
personnel have to climb into their own
chem suits and masks. Recognizing friend
from foe becomes all but impossible. The
Spetsnaz troops commandeer military vehi-
cles and ride around in the darkness shoot-
ing things up. Soon, our troops are firing at
each other and there is utter confusion.

AIR ATTACKS

After the Spetsnaz units had done their
worst, the air attacks would start.

The external SAM defense of the air bases
falls to the Army. There are about 80 of the
new Patriot higher-altitude missiles defend-
ing the Bitburg area, costing $1 million

each, plus some 190 lower-altitude Hawk.

missiles. Since hundreds of sorties could be
launched against the base, the defensive
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missiles might be expended in the first few
days. The most effective defense is still our
fighters. Their use is not yet coordinated
with the SAMs, so many in the Air Force
believe that the commander of each wing
also should be in charge of his ground-to-air
defense, like RAF commanders in Britain.

The farther-out ground defense of NATO
air bases is the duty of each host govern-
ment. In Germany, one could expect a com-
petent job, but in parts of the southern
region, such as Greece or Spain, “there
would be little reason for confidence. So one
irony of any conflict in Europe is that since
air superiority is vital to the land battle, our
Army could lose the war in rear areas where
it doesn’t even fight.

Thus far, the ‘Soviets do not seem to be
matching NATO's hardening of its bases by
hardening their own. In other words, they
seem less worried about us than we are
about them. This is scarcely surprising,
since the Soviets, notwithstanding their
propaganda theme of insecurity, have never
believed there was risk of a NATO attack.
Indeed, NATO barely has the will to defend
itself. So after the attack on our air bases
with which a general European war prob-
ably would begin, the attacking planes
might well return to concealed secondary
fields and highway strips for refueling and
rearmings. The Soviets also would expect to
move their planes forward onto NATO bases
that they seize.

Is this all just a bad dream, unlikely when

“conflict seems to make little sense? If you

think so, the Defense Department’s annual
book on “Soviet Military Power” will make

for troubling reading. In the past decade

the Soviets have built between three and 10
times more than the U.S. in such categories
as tanks, SAMs, ICBMS and artillery.

Why? One cannot sum up the motivations
of a huge, heterogeneous population  in
simple form, and it is a mistake to try. The
point is, empires do arise and expand until
they can expand no more. Revolutionary
leaders typically embark on aggressive for-
eign policies: Napoleon, Hitler, the ayatol-
lah. There’s nothing new about Stalin and
his successors. We, indeed, after our own
revolution were hell for our continental
neighbors. We drove out not only the Brit-
ish but also the French, the Spanish and
the Mexicans, and we weren’t much fun for
the Indians. As for the Russians, they’ve
always been tough on their neighbors. For
centuries they've ground them down and ex-
panded into their territory. It rarely “made
sense.”

The Soviet state organs, notably the Red
Army and the KGB, vastly stronger than
their counterparts here, consider them-
selves in business, like growth-oriented ex-
ecutives, to expand the power and extent of
the state. Holding down Soviet gains con-
stantly exercises these organs of state,
which are thus continually fortified.

Another sense of ‘“‘why” is this: What is
the payoff? Here one should remember
Churchill’'s maxim, “Arm to parley.” The
Soviet Union uses military force freely and
brutually. It runs constant military tests

and provocations, together with political .

warfare, against its neighbors. Because of
this, it has more clout than its economic and
political backwardness justify.

Frank Meehan, U.S. ambassador to East
Germany, has served in many key posts in
the Communist world. Mikhsail Gorbachev,
he finds, is an imperialist like his predeces-
sors, but is prepared to trim his sails in the
face of an adverse wind, as at present, when
there are problems at home and the satel-
lites are restless. Still, Mr. Gorbachev has
not shelved his country’s imperialist aims,
merely deferred them. When the Soviets,
looking at the world chessboard, find that
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the correlation of forces in some area is in
their favor, they take advantage of it—wit-
ness their massive thrusts into Eastern
Europe, Southeast Asia and Afghanistan.
Between such thrusts they construét illu-
sions, talk peace and apply blackmail.

We must, of course, give great attention to
the air-base vulnerabilities I have de-
scribed—to bombs (including the new explo-
sives), gas, Spetsnaz and the rest. Our first
answer to the Soviet threat to NATO air
bases is hardening, defending and camou-
flaging them. It would be extraordinarily
silly to neglect this area, and the Air Force
rightly gives it high priority. Let’s hope
Congress does likewise.

Base vulnerability could be redliced by
mixing different types of aircraft on each, -
as on a carrier. At present, the different
types of aircraft that attack an enemy
target—anti-radar planes, fighters = and

. bombers, coordinated by AWACs—are col-

lected from different bases; for instance, all
the AWACs are based at Geilenkirchen, and
could be knocked out en masse with one
blow. Similarly, our F-4G Wild Weasels,
which attack enemy SAMs, all sit at Spang-
dahlem. Preassembling attacking teams on a
number of single bases, so that the loss of
no one base could mess things up too badly,
would help, although it would be a logistical
nightmare.

The other answer remains the ability to
counterattack. That requires a missile and
aircraft force that is survivable, mobile, ac-
curate and sufficient in number. Our own
chemical capability must be kept strong.
And our intelligence in the Eastern bloc
must be able to find the bases to which the
attackers may shift their forces.

We are, alas, & long way from this vigor-
ous counterattack capability now. So the
vulnerability of our air bases, although less-

- ening, remains a serious weakness, which

will be rendered much more serious by the
INF Treaty. : :

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I now
want to speak very briefly on the
amendment that is pending before the
Senate. The question is very straiglit-
forward, if the President of the United
States cannot certify that the Soviets
have provided a truthful representa-
tion as to the number of SS-20’s the
Soviets possess, then I would like to
ask the question rhetorically to my
colleagues: How can we call it verifia-
ble?

Verification means the ability to
judge whether the Soviets are in com-
pliance with the INF Treaty. It in-
volves not just the monitoring of
events in the Soviet Union, but also

"the judgment as to whether those

events are in compliance with the
treaty. That means we have to know
the following. If we are going to say
this is verifiable, we need to know the

.answer to these questions:

First, how many SS-20’s the Soviets
have produced up to the present time,
including those produced but not de-
ployed or deployed covertly?

Second, how many SS-20’s the Sovi-
ets actually will destroy?

Third, whether the Soviets can
produce new ones without being de-
tected?

Fourth, whether the Soviets have
the ability to hide SS-20’s outside of

the declared sites?
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Fifth, whether 8S-20’s hidden out-
side the sites can be kept in an operat-
ing condition without being tested.

I know many Senators have said
here’on this floor and the administra-
tion has been saying: Oh, those mis-
siles will be of no threat even if they
do hide them, because they will lose
their operational capability.

Even so, if they are not able to train
as well on them, they will be able to
train on SS-25’s, which is very similar.
I would venture to guess, Mr. Presi-
dent, that there is not one Member in
this Senate who would like to stand up
10 years from today, and allow the So-
viets to fire an S-20 missile that they
have not trained on for 10 years, and
you stand downrange from if, even
with a conventional warhead on it, and
let them try to bracket where they

think you are. There are not too many’

Members of the Senate who would like
to stand out there in the open and see
Wt;ether the Soviets could hit you or
not.

Certainly it is going to be very in-
timidating to people in Western
Eurcpe who live in cities, who live in
crowded conditions, if, in fact, we dis-
cover at a later time that there is in
fact a covert force of soviet SS-20 mis-
siles that are operational.

Whether or not they have been
training with them, the political impli-
cations of that announcement will be
knee weakening. See how intimidating
the SS-20’s will be to Western Europe-
ans if and when it is discovered—and I
should probably say when it is discov-
ered—that there is an operational
covert force of Soviet SS-20’s around.

Mr. President, the $S-20 is a mobile
missile system, based on the design
concept of mobile launchers and mul-
tiple reloads. The number of reloads
produced for each launcher depends
upon requirements of the Soviet’s tar-
geting theory. Traditionally the Sovi-
ets have targeted about 600 sites in
Western Europe which alone would re-
quire 1,200 warheads to assure their
destruction, two for each target.

Since each SS-20 has three inde-
pendently targeted warheads, the
theortical minimum of missiles re-
quired would be 400 SS-20’s. However,
the Soviets assume in battlefield con-
ditions only half of the weapons will
e operable, because the others will be
inoperable or destroyed or otherwise
unavailable.

So, to assume that half of the SS-
20’s could be fired would require 800
SS-20’s deployed on launchers. In ad-
dition, each launcher needs at least
one missile for test. firing. With 400 to
450 test launchers, the conceptual
total would be 1,250, which happens to
coincide with some of the estimates
that have been reported in the public
testimony by the DIA.

The treaty provides for the destruc-
tion of 650 SS-20's. We can verify that
650 missiles without warheads will be
destroyed, but we cannot determine
whether or not the missiles that are
destroyed are the functional ones.
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They could well be factory rejects
never deployed, or deployed missiles
with aging components or even un-
completed vehicles, dummies.

The treaty does not provide us with
any qualitative inspection of these
missiles to the destroyed.

Producing new SS-20's: The third
problem is whether the Soviets can ef-
fectively produce new SS-20’s under
the terms of the treaty, thereby de-
stroying old ones, while modernizing
their fleet, This can be done by calling
the new SS-20’s SS-25’s. The adminsi-
tration witnesses have testified that
the first two stages of the SS-25 are so
similar to the SS-20 that the SS-20
post-boost vehicle and warheads could
be bolted on the first two stages of the
SS-25.

They further -{estified that the
treaty allows the Soviets to take the
first two stages of the SS-25 through
the portal at Votkinsk with out chal-
lenge, other than observation. They
can bolt on the reentry vehicles and
warheads in the fieid.

Hiding the covert force: Once the
SS-20 is in the field, it can be hidden
anywhere with no chance of detection
and no right of inspection. It can be
hidden under camouflage in appropri-
ate terrain or inside SS-25 containers
or on SS-25 bases.

Point five, realiability of covert
force: Old SS-20’s never die, at least
not for many years. Reliability testing
can be conducted illegally through the
elimination launches or by testing the
SS-25 legally. The SS-16 was de-
ployed, Mr. President—and I repeat
this—the SS-16 was deployed for 8
years without testing by the Soviets
before we even discovered it.

These are the issues that are at
hand. The Helms amendment, which
is pending before the Senate is seeking
to address these concerns. These issues
pose great difficulties for effective
arms control. If the best evidence is
that the Soviets are cheating on the
central obligation of eliminating all in-
termediate-range missiles and that we
do not have the capacity to verify
compliance, then the national security
of this country may be in jeopardy,
and this treaty is a sham.

Mr. President, one has to ask the
question, and I know many of my col-
leagues sincerély stand up here and
say, what motivation would the Sovi-
ets have to cheat? I think that is a
good question because I think one
thing those of us who come from a
free society can generally agree with is
incentives. So the question you have
to ask is: What is the incentive for the
Soviet Union to cheat and retain a
covert force of SS-20’s?

One of my -colleages just made the
comment about what bad press they
would get, how the world media would
be down their neck if they were
caught cheating. They received some
bad press when they murdered Larry
MeDonald and shot down KAL-007
and the other 268 innocent people. It
was a matter of a couple of weeks
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before people stopped talking about it.
You have to remind people now about
KAL-007.

The Soviets have never been -afraid
of bad press. They were not afraid of
bad press when they strolled into Hun-
gary or Afghanistan or Angola, or
Nicaragua or Cuba or Ethiopia or Mo-
zambique or wherever they have gone.
It has not bothered them too much.
They do not have a press problem in
their country because they do not
have a free press.

It is interesting to note, as an aside
on that, I wonder what would happen
if some of Gorbachev’s closest aides
were to write “kiss and tell” books like
Ronald Reagan’s closest aides have
done. I guess they would be lucky if
they got to work in a salt mine in Sibe-
ria. Most likely, it would be reported
they have become very ill and passed
from the scene. .

However, Mr. President, let me get
back to what incentive would the Sovi-
ets have to cheat. I say to my col-
leagues, how long do my colleagues
think it will be before they announce
they have broken out of the ABM
Treaty? That is question No. 1. All evi-

‘dence points toward the fact that the

Soviet Union is working very hard
toward developing an antiballistic mis-
sile system which is outside the scope
of the ABM Treaty that is now in
effect.

There are numerous violations of
the current ABM Treaty that point
toward Soviet deployment of an anti-
‘ballistic missile system.

So let us just assume, being on the
safe side, that they are able to break
out of ABM, let us say, by 1994—6
years from now—and they announce
they have broken out of the ABM
Treaty, it is no longer valid and they
have, in fact, deployed and have in
place an antiballistic missile system
that is reasonably effective. It does
not have to be 100 percent effective,
but if it is reasonably effective, let us
say if it can shoot down half of the
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missiles
that were coming in and warheads,
that would greatly reduce the viability
of the U.S. strike force. Let us say
they announce they have ben able to
detect, and they are working very hard
on this, they can detect the location of
our Trident-class submarines by then.

‘Mr. President, that is the Soviet
chessmen mentality. That is their in-
centive. If they, in fact, are able to do
that, then what they can do in 1994 is
roll back out 500 plus, or however
many SS-20’s they have maintained,
and reintimidate Western Europe.

People say, “Well, what will we do
about, it?” I say probably what will
happen is there will be a great deal cf
concern in Western Europe, a great
deal of hand-wringing, and the NATO
alliance will be seriously jeopardized.

- What we need to do is support the
Helms amendment that is currently
pending before this body and have the
President certify that he is able to
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verify how many SS-20’s were manu-
factured, how many are going to be de-
stroyed, how many may be left over,
and get to the bottom of these issues.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the Helms amendment, and I think it
is important that the Senate not be so
intimidated by the press of polmcs, to

think that we cannot examine these -

amendments as they come along, and
vote on them as we are supposed to in
the U.S. Senate.

It may not even interfere with the
agenda that is set by the administra-
tion with respect to the timing of

when the final vote comes in this.

chamber.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
. Mr. CRANSTON addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. I rise to speak
briefly in opposition to the pending
amendment. I am a member of the In-
telligence Committee, and we have
gone into these matters in great detail
there as well as on the Foreign Rela-

tions Committee, where I also sit. Qur-

top military leader, the chairman of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral

Crowe, has testified he is not con-
cerned about the impact of any covert
8S-20 force, if any such thing might
exist. There are good reasons to be-
lieve that it would not exist and
would, in any case, not be as threat.

The INF Treaty puts a complete ban
on both production and flight testing
of missiles. The viability of a covertly
maintained SS-20 force would deterio-
rate over time. Without flight testing,
the force would not be considered reli-.
able by Soviet planners. The Soviets
would have to turn to storage scenar-
ios that assume a pre-war crisis period
in which they could bring the missiles
to readiness and prehaps flight test
them again before using them.

The -Soviets have far cheaper, far
more reliable alternatives using sys-
tems that are not covered by the
treaty. Any Soviet military planner
worth his salt would not need to vio-
late the treaty to achieve military ob-
jectives.

I know that there are disputes over
exactly how many SS-20’s we believe
the Soviet’s have. Those disputes are
based in part upon a range of differ-
ences from varying elements of our in-
telligence community. It is improper
to discuss the basis for the various dif-

ferences in SS-20 estimates in an open’

session. I have walked through this
issue with Mr. Webster of the CIA in
closed session and I am satisfied and I
believe that others members of the In-
telligence Committee are likewise sat-
isfied that the estimates cover a range
acceptable to the intelligence commu-
nity.

General Galvin. in responding to a
question from Senator- Lucar at one
point of our consideration of this
matter said: .

I have looked at all of the intelligence
that is available to me on this question, and
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I do not have anything that I could take to
the Hague or take to the Soviet Union and
say, you are cheating on this and withhoeld-
ing weapons that should belong under the
Treaty.

That was in testimony before the
Foreign Relations Committee on Feb-
ruary 3 of this year.

Let me finally quote from the testi-
mony of Secretary of State George
Shultz on March 14 before the For-
eign Relations Committee. The rele-
vant portion of this testimony reads as
follows:

The Soviet numbers for deployed and non-
deployed forces are near the estimates of
our intelligence community, allowing for
the range of our uncertainties.

There are some differences in agency
views on the number of nondeployed SS-
20’s. Estimates for nondeployed systems are
of course inherently less certain. They vary
by agency, reflecting the independent analy-
sis I mentioned.

The treaty is designed to deal with possi-
bilities such as the Soviets’ having more
nondeployed SS-20’s than we think they do.
Our national technical means can verify
Soviet compliance with the treaty’s ban on
INF flight testing, as I have already noted,
as well as with the treaty’s ban on INF in-
frastructure.

Both testing and infrastructure are essen-
tial to a militarily effective force. Thus,
even if the Soviets did have some concealed
SS-20’s, their effectiveness would steadily
atrophy. And covert systems are of no use
for political intimidation. :

For all these reasons, and many
more, the amendment is not needed, it

is unnecessary, and if adopted it would

hamper our efforts to get the INF
Treaty in place. 1 am therefore
pleased to join others opposing the
amendment.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. McCLURE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I will
speak to the pending amendment in
just a moment, but I have not yet
taken the time to speak with respect
to the treaty as a whole and I intend
to do both at this particular moment.

Mr. President, the treaty before us is
a treaty much like its makers. Its
makers are mortals, men and women
like ourselves, who as individuals have
their strengths and weaknesses. We
should therefore not be surprised that
this treaty, too, has strengths and
weaknesses. It is our duty to identify
the strengths, seek out the flaws, and
weigh all of these to determine wheth-
er the treaty is in our net security in-
terest.

This treaty concerns the hmitatxons
of military forces. Yet since security is
defined both in military and political
terms, and since any dealings between
the democratic West and the totalitar-
ian East are inherently political, it is
clearly a political document as well. As
such, it must be judged both for its po-
litical and its military effects.

As the administration has pointed
out, there are worthwhile military
benefits in this treaty. For one thing,
it sets the highly desirable precedent

“
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of requiring asymmetrical reductions
in United States and Soviet forces,
which will be critical for subsequent
conventional forces negotiations. Since
the Soviets have more weapons than
we do, they have to eliminate more of
them, roughly four times as many de-
ployed warheads, including more than
1,200 highly accurate SS-20 warheads.
The highly-mobile, difficult to target,
SS-20’s pose a critical threat to NATO
air bases, command-and-control cen-
ters, ports, and other vital targets.

However, as we all know this treaty’s
overall military significance is margin-
al, at least in the absence of an agree-
ment reducing strategic forces. The
treaty affects only a small percentage
of our total nuclear arsenals. The So-
viets are free to retarget their strate-
gic forces, for example SS-24’s and
25’s, to cover those same targets. This
of course takes these warheads off
other targets, but the Soviets already
have more than enough warheads to
cover their targeting needs, so the deg-
radation of their strategic capability
would be minimal. It is a great irony
to me that SS-25's, which were devel-
oped and deployed in clear violation of
the SALT II Treaty, are INF-legal and
available to take over SS-20 targets.

And I want to repeat that for em-
phasis. It is a great irony to me that
SS-25’s, which were developed and de-
ployed in clear violation of the SALT
II Treaty, are INF-legal and avallable
to take over SS-20 targets.

The treaty also breaks new ground
on verification, It gives us unprece-
dented rights of on-site inspection of
Soviet missile assembly, storage, main-
tenance, and deployment sites. The
INF Treaty also provides unrecedent-
ed cooperative meastres to enhance
the ability of our national technical
means to detect violations not detect-
ed by on site inspection.

However, it says something about
the nature of arms control, and the
difficulty of negotiating arms control
agreements ‘with a country with a
record of violating every treaty it has
signed, that even these unprecedented
measures may be insufficient to
ensure that we will be able to detect
Soviet violations. For that reason, I
am cosponsoring & reservation to the
treaty to establish a compliance
regime to ensure that the United -
States responds to any Soviet viola-
tions.

Mr. President, while the INF Treaty
is of marginal military significance, it
does represent a considerable political
achievement. It is a victory for ‘“mus-
cular” arms control. Although I was
disappointed by the unseemly and
unwise rush to finish the agreement
last fall, I commend the Reagan ad-
ministration for its stalwart refusal to
capitulate to the intense political pres-
sures, in the United States and in-
Europe, to postpone or cancel the de-
ployment of U.S. INF systems. I hope
this experience will serve as a lesson to
those, including some in the U.S. Con-
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gress, who told us the way to get an
agreement was to cancel the deploy-
. ment of U.S. INF missiles. The mes-
sage is clear: Negotiate from strength,
not from weakness, and do not make
“preemptive concessions.”

The treaty also represents a victory
for the cohesion of the NATO alliance,
and for those NATO leaders who sup-
ported INF deployment despite the
enormous political pressures they
faced. The Soviets tried every trick in

- their very large political arsenal. They
stormed out of negotiations. They
tried to “fix” the West German elec-
tions. But they were eventually forced
to return to the bargaining table and
accept the U.S. position.

Yet despite these accomplishments,
I am still concerned about many as-
pects of the treaty. Some of these re-
sults from what may have been a
flawed U.S. negotiating position to
start with. Others are the result of

poor negotiating, unwise concessions,

or sloppy drafting.

One problem is that the numbers of
the treaty, which appears to be favor-
able to us, to not tell the whole story.
While the Soviets are giving up many
more warheads than we are, we are
giving up a unique capability, while
they are not. The Pershing II was not

deployed solely to offset the deploy--

ment of SS-20’s, it was also deployed
to provide NATO with the ability to
strike Soviet military targets on Soviet
soil, quickly, accurately, and with cer-
tainty. The Soviets are not deterred by
the prospects of nuclear warheads
landing in East Germany and Czecho-
_ slovakia. They are deterred by the

thought of nuclear warheads landing
on Soviet soil.

We have now traded that capability
away. NATO dual-capable aircraft
cannot penetrate Warsaw pact air de-
fenses with as great certainty. Sub-
launched missiles under NATO com-
mand are not an adequate replace-
ment, in part because of the risk that
Soviet leaders might mistake NATO-
dedicated SLBM'’s for the beginning of
a strategic strike, and react according-
ly. This option was discussed and re-
jected back in 1979 when NATO debat-
ed the INF deployment decision.

I am also concerned at the ban on
conventionally-launched cruise mis-
siles, at a time where we are seeking
ways to improve our conventional pos-
ture for a post-INF Europe. These are
highly accurate, long range standoff
weapons, s0 accurate that in some
cases they can do the job of nuclear
weapons. These are the very weapons
that the Ikle Commission tells us we
must rely on in the future to retain
our deterrent capabilities.

.I.am.aware of the arguments for in-
cluding the conventional GLCM in the
INF ban. However I am not convinced
that verifying the differences betweeh
nuclear and conventional GLCM’s are
any more insoluble than the difficul-
ties of distinguishing between un-
armed GLCM’s and armed GLCM'’s, or
GLCM’s with a range of under 500 kil-
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ometers and GLCM’s with a range of
over 500 kilometers. Yet we are told
that we can come close enough to
knowing, even though we cannot
verify compliance.

Nor am I convinced that, as support-

ers of the conventional GLCM ban’

argue, it is better to give up these mis-
siles than allow the Soviets to have

them. Most critical NATO targets are -

within 500 Kkilometers of the inter-
German border already, and can be
targeted by weapons permitted under
the treaty. NATO strategy, in particu-
lar the follow-on forces attack con-
cept, requires the destruction of Soviet
follow-on echelons and their facilities
and ~ transportation deep within
Warsaw Pact territory.

Underlying all of these concerns is

‘the continuing conventional imbalance

in Europe. This has been discussed at
great length throughout the commit-
tee and floor proceedings on this
treaty, and I do not intend to go into
great detail here. But the conventional
imbalance is an unpleasant fact of life
that is not going to go away by itself.
And I know that, at a time of shrink-
ing defense budgets here and in
Europe, there is little stomach for the
kind of defense spending increases
needed to redress the imbalance.

Turning again to the political as-
pects of the treaty, I am concerned
that, at the last minute, the adminis-
tration forgot all of the positive les-
sons of the long years of INF negotia-
tions: “Never be in a hurry,” and
“always look like you can walk away
from a deal.” It is unfortunate, and
ironic, that having forced our negotia-
tors to work through the night to
come up with an agreement in time for
a summit, the administration wants to
put the Senate under a similar dead-
line.

Finally, as I alluded earlier, I am
afraid that even the most extensive
verification regime ever is not enough
to deter and detect Soviet cheating.
There are a number of problems with
the treaty’s verification regime, but I
will only mention a few, starting with
the most basic issue: How many mis-
siles do the Soviets have?

-According to the memorandum of
understanding, they have a total of
650 SS-20’s. But according to press re-
ports of a July 1987 OIA national in-
telligence estimate, there may be
1,200. Even taking the more conserva-
tive intelligence community estimate
of 950, which Admiral Crowe described

during the ratification hearings, we

are looking at a possible, discrepancy
of 300 missiles or 900 warheads. Al-
though there is considerable disagree-
ment over what constitutes a militari-
ly significant violation, I do not think
anyone here will deny the military sig-
nificance of 900 highly accurate war-
heads. .

Mr. President, I think it is signifi-
cant that the Administration and the
Senate Intelligence Committee cannot
tell us that we can ever know for cer-
tain how many missiles the Soviets
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have. All they can tell us is that any
covert force that the Soviets do
manage to stash away will lose its use-
fulness soon due to the ban on flight-
testing, which is verifiable. It seems
that every time anyone raises a ques-
tion about verifiability, it comes back
to the flight test ban, which as my col-
leagues are aware is to be verified
through traditional National Techni-
cal Means. So despite all of the ad-
vances in verification—and they are
significant——-our whole ' verification
regime is backstopped by good old

" NTM. And these NTM cannot verify

whether or not there are any covert
S8-20’s, all they can tell us is whether
these are being flight-tested.

The Soviets also have the right, as
do we, to eliminate up to 100 missiles
by launching to destruction within the
first six months of the treaty. We gave
them this right because, apparently,
the Soviets were concerned about the
environmental effect of burning all
the missiles.—The Soviets worried
about the environment? If you believe
that, I have some beachfront property
in Votkinsk I would like to sell you. Al-
though the Soviets are not allowed to
conduct telemetry, and these launches
would not be as valuable as traditional
test launches, it seems clear that they
will be able to gain some information
that could assist in the maintenance of
a covert force. .
. Furthermore, let me remind my col-
leagues that the Soviets kept SS-16
missiles in the field for 8 years with-
out flighttesting. I think we have to
assume that if these missiles were
indeed deployed then the Soviets be-
lieved they would work.

Likewise, while we have the most ex- -
tensive on-site inspection rights we
have ever negotiated with the Soviet
Union, we can only inspect a tiny frac-
tion of a percent of that enormous
country. I think we all know that oper-
ations at their 133 sites subject to in-
spection will be squeaky clean. Any
violations will take place elsewhere. I
know our negotiators had their rea-
sons, relating to our own security in-
terests, for not insisting on the right
to inspect suspect sites anywhere in
the Soviet Union. But I also know that
our demand for this kind of inspection
rights was dropped late in the negotia-
tions under the intense political pres-
sures to come up with an agreement
by an agreed deadline.

There are also problems with the
definition of range for both INF ballis-
tic and cruise missiles. As the treaty is
currently written, as long as the Sovi-
ets conduct the first test of new ballis-
tic missiles at a range slightly above
5,500 kilometers, all subsequent tests
can be at INF ranges without violating
the treaty. With cruise missiles, the

.way the treaty is written allows the

Soviets to test a cruise missile at, say,
480 kilometers even if it has the capa-

bility to fly INF ranges.

To sum up the verification issues, I
would impress upon my colleagues
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that while this treaty ineludes unprec-
edented inspection rights and informa-
tion, and a very exhaustive and im-
pressive-looking MOU listing the lati-
tude and longitude of missile facilities
at Lutsk and Kansk and Votkinsk, we
still cannot be sure that it is verifiable.

There are also potential political
negatives attached to the treaty. As
former Secretary of State Kissinger
and many others have testified, when
we withdraw our INF forees we will
face increased pressure for the total
denuclearization of Europe. We are al-
ready facing opposition to the critical
modernization of NATOQ’s short-range
nuclear forces. This pressure is espe-
cially intense in West Germany, and it
comes from many who have been sup-
porters of NATO’s nuclear deterrent.

Mr. President, I have enumerated
some of the problems contained in the
treaty. Let me briefly address another
problem that is strictly of the Foreign
Relations Committee’s making: The
Biden pravision. This condition is
merely the latest round in a series. of
attempts by the Congress to unconsti-
tutionally limit the President’s right:
to make, interpret, and implement
treaties. It is billed as critical to the in-
terpretation of the INF Treaty, but we
‘all know its real purpose: To prejudice:
the administration’s interpretation of
the ABM Treaty and cripple SDI.
Ironically, we have already seen how
this provision might work in practice,
in the dispute over futuristic weapons,
where the Biden condition weould have
rendered the negotiating record irrele-
vant.

Mr. President, it strikes me as
strange that people who have been in-
" volved in business in which they con-
tract with other parties would reject
the negotiating history of that con-
tract and depend entirely upon the ex-
planation given their board of direc-
tors by a person who is involved in the
negotiations, without respect to
whether or not the other party to that.
contract agreed with that interpreta-

_ tion. That seems to me to be so ridicu-

lous that it ought to fall on its own
right.

Mr. President, this treaty is:not com-
plete, it is not a finished piece. It is &
piece of clay on which we in the
Senate have the right and duty to
work our will to meet. the concerns
that many of us have. We must work
to address the loopholes and short-
comings of the verification regime. We
must make difficult choices as we
weigh the opportunities for Soviet vio-
lations against the incentives, or disin-
centives, to vioclate the treaty. At the
very least, we must create a compli-
ance mechanism that will convince the
Soviets that the risks of violating this
treaty will outweigh the gains. We
must weigh our admitted inability to
verify total compliance with the treaty
against the benefits that we may gain
from the treaty, and our ability to
‘detect a militarily significant violation.
_In short, we must make choices, diffi-

cult choices. That is what we were
elected to deo.

We should remember that the treaty
can also be shaped for the worse.
Adoption of the Biden provision would
make it difficult for me and I am sure
many of my colleagues to support the
treaty.

Last, we must consider the effect on:
our national security of a. failure to
ratify this treaty. And let me repeat
for my colleagues, that the potential
political consequences of such an
action, which would seriously under-
mine European support for the United
States and the NATO alliance, could
be just as dangerous to our national
security as any military problems re-
sulting from ratification. We must ask
whether we will do more to help the
supporters of denuclearization and
neutralism in Europe if we ratify the
treaty, or if we fail to ratify it.

Finally, if the Senate finds that we
cannot answer these questions, we
should remember that we have the
right to send the treaty baeck for re-
negotiation. Treaty-making is impor-
tant business. It should no$ be driven.
by artificial pressures such as summit
scheduling. If we belleve that the
problems of the treaty can only be
adequately addressed through renego-
tiation, it would be an abdication of
our responsibility not to do so.

Mr. President, let me address for a

moment the - amendment which is.

pending before the body at this point.

What are the numbers of SS-20's? I
am struck by both the problem, and
perhaps the disingenuity of those who
have said it falls “within the range of
estimates.” That is a game designed to
mislead the American public, not. to
inform the American public. Because.
“within the range of estimates” can
indeed mean at one end of the range
of estimates, which is precisely what
we have here, and we are hampered in
the discussion of the range of esti-
mates because of the classification of
soeme information.

So let me refer only to published re-
ports. I do not want to enhance or de-
tract from the accuracy of published
reports, but let me use the published
reports as an illustration of the danger
of saying it is within the range of esti-
mates and therefore acceptable.

The lowest estimate that we have of
the number of SS-20’s in published in-
formation is 550. The highest of the
range of estimates is 1,200. So saying
650 is within the range of estimates is
accurate but misleading and, in my
judgment, intentionally misteading. Fo
say that it is within the range of esti-
mates, obviously it is abave the lowest.
and below the highest, but it is much

- closer to the lowest range of the range

of estimates. than it is to the highest
of the range of estimates.

I heard a statement made on the
floor of the Senate earlier today:
“Let’s take the average.” OK. Let us.
take the average. That would be 875,
as against the 650 that the Soviets
have agreed to. But let us assume, too,
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and if the proponents of the treaty
and those who are explaining it wish
to do so, let us say there is only a dif- -
ference of 300 weapons. That is only
900 warheads, and 900 warheads are ir-
relevant. Or, let us také the average,
which would be 875. That would mean

-they are only off by 225, and that is’

only 6%5 warheads. Certainly, 675 war-
heads are irre¥evant. :

I heard one of my colleagues make a
reference to the Loch Ness monster. I
do not believe the Loch Ness monster
has yet threatenmed the survival of
cities; and if there are 1,575 cities
being threatened by the Loch Ness
monster, I expect that we would pay
more attention to the Loch Ness mon- -
ster. ’

So it seems to me to be both specious
and misleading to make that kind of
frrelevant comparison to something
that. does not matter, when, as a.
matter of fact, what happens here is
of great importance to us, indeed.

Suggestion two.  Suppose there are
300 or 500 missiles more than we have.
in the official Soviet estiamte, and we.
should ignore that, because over a
period of time they become useless.
Let us examine for a moment. how use-
less those weapons are.

- If 1T recall correctly, we do not test.

all our missiles every year, either.
Does that meanr that the missiles we
have are militarily unimportant, mili-
tarily meaningless? Or do we include
within our estimate of our military ca-
pacity those missiles we have in our in-
ventory that are deployed, but that.
are not being tested?

I suggest that if you look at. the ar-
gument that they are militarily mean-
ingless, then you would wipe out of
our arsenal the U.S. Minuteman II. T
think you would also have to recognize
that ACDA verification chief Fred
Eimer has testified, before committees
of Congress, that the Soviets could
have a good measure of confidence
after 3 years and confidence after 10
years without testing. That would par-
allel what we have seen with respect
to the SS-16, which disappeared for a
number of years but still - remained
within their inventory, and we have to
believe that they must think those
missiles have some kind of military
significance.

Finally, Mr. President, when we look'
at the range of estimates, let us recog-
nize one fact: . The only estimate—
again, according to published reports—
that is Iower than the Soviet estimate
is that made by the U.S. Department
aof State, and every military force and
intelligence estimate made in this
country is higher than that which is
given: by the Soviet Union. .

Mr. President, the track record of
our State Department in trying to ma-
nipulate information in order to sus-
tain a. dipolomatic initiative which
they have undertaken is far too seri-
ous for us to ignore. If I have to ignore
something in this process, it would be
the State Department estimate, not
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that of the CIA or the military chiefs
or military intelligence experts of our
country. .

Finally, I think it is very important
that we understand the significance of
hidden, covertly deployed Russian mis-
siles. ‘I think it is a disservice for
people here to try to brush that away
as irrelevant, unless indeed they wish
to make the one argument that cer-
tainly is within the matter of their
judgment, although I might disagree,
that 900 warheads or 1,500 warheads
targeted on targets in Europe are irrel-
evant to the military balance of power.
If they wish to make that judgment,
they are certainly entitled to make
that judgment. It is not a judgment
shared by the Senator from Idaho.

‘T urge that this amendment by the
Senator from North Carolina be given
the serious consideration to which it is
entitled, and thus recognize and give
our administration the opportunity to
provide scme close estimate of the
total number of SS-20's the Soviet
Union possesses and has deployed
prior to the exchange of the instru-
ments of ratification. )

‘That does not destroy the treaty. It
may indeed be the only way to protect
- the integrity of the treaty.

MrF. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Apams). The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in this
Chamber, we constantly refer to the
future. We work to build a better
future for our children and grandchil-
dren. This is the essence of the Ameri-
can dream and all Americans should
work with this goal in mind.

I want my grandson, Wilson Heflin,
now only 5 months old, and those in
his generation, to have an even bright-
er future than I was blessed to have.
However, so long as we are faced with
the threat of nuclear war, that hope

for a brighter future for our children -

a._nc%ik grandchildren is at tremendous
risk.

In order to truly provide for the
future of America, we must work to
reduce the threat of nuclear war.

On December 8, 1987, President
Ronald Reagan signed the INF Treaty

with the goal of reducing the threat of .

nuclear war.

As we consider ratification there are
several matters which merit our scruti-
ny. We must consider the imbalance of
conventional and chemical weaponry
between the Warsaw Pact nations and
the NATO nations. We must examine
the ability of the United States to

verify Soviet compliance . with the.

terms of the treaty through both the
treaty’s provisions and through our ca-
pacity - of verification outside the
treaty, and we must. balance in our
minds the potential for good with the
potential dangers that could coine
from Senate ratification of the treaty.
Much concern has arisen in the
.minds of Americans on the conven-
tional weaponry imbalance that exists
between the Soviet Union and its allies
and the NATO nations. The presence

of intermediate-range missiles has
been considered a deterrent against a
conventional war assault in Europe by
the Russians and their Warsaw Pact
friends. Yet, even with the removal of
the INF, American and its NATO
friends will still have the capacity to
hit targets that were within the range
of the INF. These targets can be fo-
cused upon by numerous methods of
launching. Both sides will still be able
to hit targets through air-launched,
sea-launched, as ‘well as ground-
launched missiles, just as they could
with INF. The delivery of a nuclear
threat by cruise missiles will continue.
Within less than 30 minutes an inter-
continental ballistic missile fired from
a faraway distance could hit targets
within the former range of the INF. A
nuclear deterrent against a conven-
tional or chemical weapons war re-
mains and will continue after ratifica-
tion of the treaty. Another deterrent
which would remain is the British and
the French intermediate nuclear imis-
siles.

I had great reservations about SALT
IT on two grounds primarily. One was
verification and the other was an un-
equal destruction of launchers. I be-
lieve the Soviet Union achieved a ne-
gotiated victory ynder the provisions
of SALT 1I.

In evaluating the INF Treaty, one of
the major issues in my mind is wheth-
er we would be able to verify compli-
ance with the terms of the treaty. Or
stated in another manner: Does the
United States have the capacity to
rapidly learn about a violation of the
treaty? Or stated in another manner:
If the Soviets cheat on the treaty, can
we catch them? With our sophisticat-
ed intelligence capability and with the
inspection rights outlined in the
treaty, I believe we can catch the Rus-
sians if they cheat. Thus, we have
come close to having a cheat proof
treaty.

It is extremely important that we
follow and monitor both the letter and
spirit of the treaty’s provisions. We
must never tolerate even the hint of
cheating. - -

When President Reagan was elected
and again when he was reelected, the
vast majority of Americans would not
have predicted that this INF Treaty
would have been possible. Most Ameri-
cans felt that the Russians would
never agree to the inspection and veri-
fication rights contained in this treaty.
Second, hardly anyone would have be-
lieved that President Reagan would
have ever trusted the Russians to such
a degree that he would have entered
into any treaty. However, the Reagan-

Gorbachev summits have ushered in a

new era of public opinion about nucle-
ar arms and the Soviet Union. I do not
think there is any question that in the
recent past the Russians have demon-
strated a turnaround just as has Presi-
dent Reagan. - ‘

This is a limited treaty which does
leave us with an effective deterrent
against both a nuclear and a conven-
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tional weaponry assauit against the
mainland of Europe. The treaty has
its gambles. But weighing the INF
Treaty in balance, the advantages of
ratification far outweigh the potential
disadvantages.

I had previously. mentioned the
changed attitude on the part of the
President toward nuclear arms reduc-
tion with the Russians. While I agree
with President Reagan on many of his
attitudes and measures and disagree
with him on others, I am convinced
that President Reagan has an attitude
toward the Russians which is similar
to my own. Namely, we believe that
you must constantly be on your guard
as you deal with the Kremlin. I am
convinced that President Reagan
would not have signed this treaty if he
thought that he was giving the Rus-
sians an advantage or that ne was not
doing the right thing. When the time
comes to vote on the ratification of
the treaty, I will cast a vote to reduce
the potential of nuclear destruction of
the world. I will support President
Reagan in this effort to reduce the
threat of nuclear war; I will vote for
ratification.

I hope that we can move forward
and ratify this treaty before President
Reagan leaves for the upcoming
summit. I believe the stamp of approv-
al by the U.S. Senate on this INF
Treaty will give him greater standing
as he confronts other nuclear arms re-
duction negotiations and other Rus-
sian and American issues. However
during this ratification process, the
Senate must still exercise all caution
and must consider the merits of each
amendment to the treaty, its impact
on our overall strength as a nation, its
consequences for our allies in Western
Europe, and its effects on NATO.

I will support at least one amend-
ment, the Hollings amendment, which
would address to some degree the
Soviet advantage in .conventional
weapons. I do not believe U.S. treaty
negotiations should have surrendered
our option of deploying conventionally
armed, ground-launched cruise mis-
siles which would be an effective de-
terrent' to the Soviet conventional
arms advantage, and this amendment
would remedy this indiscretion.

Finally, throughout the ratification
process and in all of our other dealings
with the Soviet Union we must never
lose sight of the Kremlin’s historic
goal of worldwide domination. Al-
though the INF Treaty appears to be -
mutually beneficial for both countries
and with its verification provisions it
appears to be a legitimate effort in
arms control, we must never let down
our guard and fool ourselves into be-
lieving that the Soviet Union has sig-
nificantly changed its intentions.
After all, the U.S.S.R. is a Communist .
country which does not share our
moral and humanitarian concerns.

Thank you, Mr. President, I yield
the floor.
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Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. WaLLoP] is on
his way here. Until he comes, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative eclerk proceeded to
call the roll.

" Mr. HELMS. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is.so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, with ref-
erence to my amendment, which has
been laid aside to accommodate one or
two Senators who are off the Hill, let
me just conclude with a couple of ob-
servations. We operate on good faith
around this place and I do not ques-
tion the good faith of any Senator
who has spoken against my amend-
ment.

However, I think the RECOBD ought
to be set straight with respect to the
suggestion earlier toddy that the
amendment is not reasonable in that it
expects the Soviets to have given us
the exact number of SS-20’s in the
_ memorandum of understanding be-
cause the United States made some
honest errors in the counting of its
missiles. Indeed, I believe my friend
from Indiana [Mr. Lucarl stated it
was. impossible for President Reagan
to make this certification.

Well I have to peint out that any
‘reading of the amendment. discloses
that the impression that apparently
Senator Lucar and maybe others have
is not accurate. The amendment does
not ask—let me repeat for emphasis—
it does not ask the President to certify
that the Soviets provided us with the
exact number of SS-20’s. Nowhere in
the amendment is that suggestion
made. Rather, the amendment asks
Presidéent Reagan to certify that the
Soviets provided a true account.

There is a substaritial difference be-
tween the two. Of course, an exact
count could not be certlﬁed by any
President. But a President should be
willing and should be required to certi-
fy that in his judgment the Soviets
provided a true account of the SS-20's
produced and on hand by the Soviets.

So there is a difference between
what was said and what is actually the
fact with respect to what the amend-
ment calls for. If the Soviets did make
an honest accounting error, then the
President could certify that the Sovi-
ets gave a true account and the treaty
" could go into, force. What is at ques-
tion is not the Soviets accounting abil-
ity, but rather whether or not the
President believes them to be telling
the truth. As to the ofher statements
made, Mr. President, as soon as it
became apparent in the hearings that
the Soviets likely underestimated the
number of SS-20Fs they have by the
hundreds, apologists popped up.

The apologists claimed “do not. give
the Soviets a tough time for possibly
lying about how many missiles they
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have, because these missiles quickly
become useless withaut testing.”

In the first place, we should not be
in the practice of accepting and con-
doning Soviet lies. If the President
cannot certify as to the truthfulness
of the Soviet numbers, we should not
allow this treaty to go into force.

In addition, the treaty actually per-
mits flight tests by allowing the Sovi-
ets to eliminate 100 missiles by launch-
ing. The Soviets claimed that they
needed this provision; because other-
wise 3 years would not be sufficient

time for them to destroy all of their

missiles. But testimony received by the
Foreign Relations Committee and pre-
sumably the Intelligence and Armed
Services Committees, suggests that
this is simply not true.

Rather, the true reason why. ‘the So-
viets wanted eliminatioms by launch
was to sneak in seme flight tests.
Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense Frank Gaffney, testified
before the Armed Services Committee:

In agreeing to the Soviet Union’s demand
that the accord permit them to dispose of at
least 100 INF missiles by flying them to de-
struction, we have seriously compromised
this feature of the INF accord. ~

Indeed, we have offered the Soviets
through this device an opportunity teo
design a de facto flight test program, so as
to maximize their knowledge and confidence
in any covertly stockpiled missiles.

Furthermore, I have always been
somewhat suspicious about this claim
that covert SS-20’s would become use-
Iess without flight testing, as I recall
that the Soviets covertly deployed the
SS-16 for 8 years without us detecting
any flight tests.

So, Mr. President, it should come as
no surprise that when 1 looked into

this claim that this covert Soviet SS- -

20 force would quickly become useless
without flight testing; and I quickly
found it to be a bogus claim.

In fact, according to testimony re-
ceived during hearings of the Foreign
Relations Committee, the Soviets can
easily go 3 years, and indeed as long as
10 years without testing their SS-20’s
before having to worry about the reli-
ability of these missiles.

Indeed, former Secretary of Defense
Cap Weinberger—I remember well his

testimony—indicated his belief that

the Soviets could go 3 years without
flight testing their SS-20’s and retain
confidence in the reliability of these
missiles.

In Febr{mry, I asked Cap Weinberg-

er if the Soviets would retain confi-
dence in the reliability of their mis-
siles after 3 years, and he responded:

They have tested for 4 long time. The SS-
20 is an old system. It is now 11 years old
since it was deployed. There was a lot. of
testing before that and there has. been. con-
tinual testing and review of it during all of
this period. So I think they would have
somewhat substantial confidence that the
8S-20's that they have, would be deployable
and usable,

I think it is important to remember
that after 3 years, all of our Pershing
II's will have been removed from
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Europe and destroyed. The Soviets
could pull out a few SS-20’s and test
them after 3 years, and there would be
nothing the United States could do
about it.

But as the hearings progressed over
the months, I discovered that. the So--
viets could go much longer than 3
years without testing the SS-20; just
like they went 8 years without. our de-
tecting tests of the covert. SS-16 force.

Indeed, in the middle of March, the’
committee heard from Dr. Fred Eimer,
the assistant director of the Bureau of
Verification and Intelligence at. ACDA,
the Arms Control and Development
Agency. Dr. Eimer has been with
ACDA for 14% years, and has served
as assistant director for 7.

During our hearings, Dr. Eimer indi-
cated that not only would the Soviets
have “a good measure of confidence”
In the reliability of covert SS-20’s
after 3 years, but they could actually
maintain confidence in these missiles
for up to 10 years.

So, Mr. President, the treaty’s bar
against flight-testing does not excuse
the Soviets for having a covert.force of

88-20’s. The Soviets have gone: years

without testing other missile systems,
and the testimony before our commit-
tee indicates that they could go: years .

. without testing the SS-20..

Mr. President, I thank you for the
opportunity to make. these closing re-
marks an the amendment. As I under-
stand it, it has been set: aside so that
Senator WaLrLop can offer an amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would state that it has not been
set aside by agreement yet. The Chair
is waiting for such a statement and
has not heard it yet.

Mr. HELMS. Very well. I yield the
floor, and I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. I would say I intend to
lay it to one side when the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] comes
here with his amendment. At the
moment I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFIC'ER. The
clerk will call the roll. -

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the'roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent. that the pending
amendment by Mr. HELms be .tempo-
rarily laid aside and that Mr. WaLrLop
proceed to call up his amendment on
which there is a time agreement, after
which all time has expired or been
yielded back the vote then occur on or
in relation to thre amendment by Mr.
WaLLop, following which Mr. PELL be -
recognized to make a tabling motion
on the amendment by Mr. HELMS..
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Hearing no objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. I thank all Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming.

AMENDMENT NO. 2106

(Purpose: To clarify that neither Party may
produce any other stage which is either
outwardly similar to, or interchangeable,
with any other stage of an existing type of
intermediate-range GLBM) :

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment on article VI,
paragraph 2, which is at the desk be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WaALLoP]
proposes an amendment numbered 2106.

In Article VI, paragraph 2 of the Treaty,
strike “which is outwardly similar to, but
not interchangeable with” and insert in lieu
thereof “which is either outwardly similar
to, or interchangeable with”.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, the
amendment that I have just called up
is in the nature of a technical amend-
ment to the treaty. It ought really to
take very little time. If the Senate is
serious about its business, it will take
very little time. If the Senate is of a
mind-set somehow or another, that it
is operating in a state of suspension of
judgment, then it will take the full
hour and a half.

I know the managers of the treaty
on both sides are anxious to get on to
the resolution of ratification.

This amendment is purely and
simply technical. It corrects an obvi-
ous drafting error in article VI, para-
graph 2 of the treaty which deals with
exceptions to the general ban on pro-
duction of any INF-type missiles con-
tained in article VI, paragraph 1.

The treaty paragraph here is sup-
posed to have made it possible for the
Soviet Union to manufacture the first
stage of the SS-25, which is for all in-
tents and purposes also the first stage
of the 8S-20, and no other stage. The
most ordinary reading of English, put-
ting these double negatives together,
simply does not do that. It allows
them to build this stage and another
one.

We have to decide whether or not.

this treaty is bound to be put forward
and signed, in the case of an obvious
drafting error, or if we want it to say
what the parties say they want it to
say.

It was the clear intention of both
parties to allow the building of one
stage that is outwardly similar to but
not interchangeable with the first
stage. )

Written as it is with both the “not-
withstanding” beginning, the language
in the paragraph, and the subsequent
negative, article VI, paragraph 2
amounts to a double negative that can
be construed to mean that either
party could build more than one stage
of a missile, similar to the SS-20.
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Let me read from the analysis of the
American Enterprise Institute’s INF
Study Task Force who were the first
ones to discover this:

Furthermore, it is unclear how—if at all—

this article would affect the future interme-

diate range missile that might be developed
using the first two stages of the SS-25. (Just
as the first two stages of the SS-18 gave rise
to the $5-20.) Could the development, test-
ing and production of such a system be con-
cealed using the SS-25 program as cover?

It is a question that this Senate
ought to pay attention to if it is to do
the job that it sits here required by
the Constitution to do.

In any event, it will be difficult for the
United States to determine whether anoma-
lous activities within the $S-25 program in-
dicated a surreptitious intermediate range
development program.

This paragraph contains a noteworthy
drafting error. Read literally, it permits the
production of an SS-25 second stage that is
“outwardly similar to, and interchangeable
with” the second stage of an SS-20. The
problem arises because the paragraph
begins with a “notwithstanding” clause that
overrides the general prohibition on inter-
mediate range missile stage production of
paragraph 1. :

This point should be clarified with
the Soviets. What the last clause of
the paragraph meant to say and
should be revised to reflect is the lan-
guage of my amendment.

Mr. President this is not something
that I have concocted alone. Others
have seen it as well. The Senate
Armed Services Committee has a rec-
ommendation, and I think it is wise
that the Senate listen to what they
said. We have been told by others on
this floor supporting the treaty that
all these people and all these commit-
tees have done their work. Why
should we not do the work they rec-
ommended to us?

I read from page 18 of their report:

Notwithstanding Ambassador Glitman's
testimony as to the intent of the Parties
and the effect of the Treaty, Members ex-
pressed the view that the provision was, at
best, awkwardly written, and, at worst, con-
tained a double negative that, in combina-
tion with the exemption stated in the prefa-
tory clause, would allow production not only

-for a first SS-25 stage that was outwardly

similar to, but not interchangeable with, the
first stage of the SS-20, but also a second
stage of the SS-25 that could be outwardly
similar ‘to and interchangeable with the
second stage of the SS-20,

Mr. President, this is the recommen-
dation of the Senate Armed Services
Committee.

Recommendation.

The Committee carefully weighed the tes-
timony of Ambassador Glitman, the descrip-
tion contained in the Article-by-Article
Analysis, and pertinent documents from the
negotiating history. The Committee con-
cluded that there was a meeting of the
minds between the United States and Soviet
negotiators that each Party has the right to
produce a type of GLBM not limited by the
Treaty if that missile uses one, but only one,
stage which {s outwardly similar to, but not
interchangeable with, any stage of an exist-
ing type of intermediate-range GLBM.
Thus, if a Party chooses to produce a non-
INF GLBM with one such stage, it may not
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produce any other stage that is outwardly
similar to any other stage of an INF missile.

This means that the Soviets may continue
producing the SS-25 first stage provided
that it is outwardly similar to, but not inter-
changeable with, the first stage of the SS-
20.-If these stages are interchangeable, that
would be a violation. However, if they elect
this option (as they have indicated they
will), the second stage of the SS-25 cannot
be outwardly similar to the second stage of
the S8-20, even if it is not interchangeable,

Getting to the meat and the heart of
the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tees recommendation: )

Although the Committee believes that the
United States and the Soviet Union share a
common understanding of the meaning and
effect to this provision, it firmly believes—

I say that again; they do not say it
twice, but let me emphasize the
word—— )
* * * it firmly believes that the drafting of
this provision is technically flawed and
shouid be clarified. Accordingly, the Com-
mittee urges the President to clarify with
the Soviet Union the meaning of this provi-
sion. This could be accomplished, for exam-
ple, by an exchange of letters.

The Committtee further urges the Presi-
dent to reach this clarification prior to final
Senate action on the Treaty.

I point out the Secretary of State
was trying to do a whole lot of other
clarification, but this single recom-
mendation he did not. Going on:

If such clarification is not reached, the
Committee may have to recommend that an
understanding be added to the Resolution
of Ratification to clarify this provision.

Therein I disagree with the commit-
tee. An understanding added to the
Resolution of Ratification is a very
one-sided text. It is absolutely not
binding on the Soviet Union and, if
anything is binding on the two parties,
it is the language of the treaty as both
sides have agreed to it.

Mr. President, one of my concerns
about this treaty, and I believe it is a
concern that was shared by the Senate
Armed Services Committee and moti-
vated them to put out this report
against which no person intending to
vote for the treaty took issue, is that
although both sides agree now that
the intention of the treaty was to
allow only one similar stage, the
future can change things. We are
mortal men despite the lofty view we
hold of ourselves as Senators. Men

- die—Presidents die, Ambassadors die,

Secretaries of State die, Secretaries of
Defense die—the world changes, but
the words remain as they are on the
day in which the Senate grants its
consent to ratification. And in this
case, the INF Treaty is an agreement
in perpetuity. In the interest of pre-
venting any future compliance prob-
lem on the treaty, the Senate must act
today. And it cannot act unilaterally
with an understanding. That does not
bind the Soviets. It does bind us, and
we have no intention of doing it
anyway. An understanding simply does
not bind the Soviets.

Mr. President, I took time to exam-
ine the negotiating record on this, and
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. 1t is positively clear from examining

that negotiating record that the Sovi-
ets held the same view of the language
in this thing and asked us to change it.
Now, for wholly political reasons we
did not because in fact we did not
~want to have the very obvious lan-
guage in there authorizing the SS-25,
and for no other reasons. The problem
is that in the late-night negotiating
sessions when Ambassador -Glitman
was bedridden with asthma and other
things were taken on, this thing came

down wrong. And the Soviets agree -

that it is wrong. It cannot be impossi-
ble to get them to agree to put in the
treaty what they asked us to in the ne-
gotiations. It cannot be viewed as a
‘killer amendment. It can only be
viewed as an absolutely responsible act
on the part of the Senate unless it is
operating wholly w1th a suspensmn of
Judgment.

The negotiating record is clear. The
‘Soviets thought it was ambiguous.
They asked us, “Why do you want to
say it like that?” And if necessary, if
some people  question whether or not
the negotiation record reflects that, I
will call us into an executive session to
read that negotiating record, because
it is clear the Soviets had the same
view as the American Enterprise Insti-
tute on this and the same view as the
Senate Armed Services Committee on
_ this. It was drafted for political rea-

sons in this manner. They did not.

want to have hullabaloo raised of spe-
cifically authorizing the production of
the first stage of the SS-20 as a part
of the SS-25. There. really was no
other reason for it. .

So, Mr. President, this amendment is
not one of those artificial categories
that the Foreign Relations Committee
has constructed. I would say to the
Senate and I would say to the world
that those categories are totally irrele-
vant in international law. Those cate-
gories are constructs that we have
reached, categories 1, 2, and 3. They
are in no sense binding under interna-
tional law. They may bind the Senate
as many other things do, but they are
not a rule of the Senate. They are not
a part of - international law. If the
Senate wants the treaty to'mean what
it says it means, it will accept this

amendment. The Soviets will accept it.

They have already said that they did

not like the way it was developed and

stated. Angd if in fact they have some
kind of objection to this, at some later
moment we can tell that it is because
they want to do precisely what the
language would permit them to do at
scme future date. I doubt that that is
“what it is and in point of fact this

Senate should adopt this amendment

just to make certain that what we set

out to do is what we actually in fact
accomplish.

. Mr. President, I reserve the remain-

der of my time. - .

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator-from Rhode Island.
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Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I listened -
with interest to the arguments of the

Senator from Wyoming, and I realize,
too, that this portion of the treaty
that we are discussing is a pretty clum-
sily drafted portion. Nevertheless, Am-
bassador Glitman assured our commit-
tee that in no case can the Soviet
Union product a stage of the SS-25
that is interchangeable with a stage of
the SS-20. The way Ambassadaor
Kampelman expressed it to us is that
a stage that is outwardly similar to
and interchangeable with an SS-20
stage would be a violation of article
VI, paragraph 1. And, Secretary Car-
lucci, the Secretary of Defense, told
our committee, We do not believe
there is a drafting error in this para-
graph. Drafting clumsiness but not an
error. An examination of the negotiat-
ing history of this provision confirms
our administration’s assertion that the
Soviet Union shares exactly the same
understanding of the provisions as do
we.

A meeting of the minds was reached,

As I say, I would agree that the provi- -

sion is awkwardly worded but there
does not appear to be any real risk
that either party could justifiably con-
strue the language of article VI to
permit the introduction of the second
stage of the SS-25 Interchangeable
with the second stage of the SS-20. To
construe the language to permit an
interchangeable stage would require
the treaty to be read in a manner that
contradicts not only other more cen-
tral treaty provisions but also the trea-
ty’s basic object and purpose. And
such an action would be a violation of
the treaty. An amendment to change
the wording of article VI would seem
unnecessary and, more to the point, if
it could be done easily there are some
arguments for it but in order to do it
would require reopening of the negoti-
ations, which could be a lengthy proc-

ess and could involve further United °

States concessions. So on balance I
very much hope that this amendment
does not pass, and